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General Powell: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. It’s a pleasure to see you all again.

Earlier this morning I submitted my Roles and Missions report to Sec*tary of Defense Les
Aspin. As I think everybody in the room knows, the report is required at least once every three years
by the Goldwater/Nichols legislation. This is the second report in this series. Admiral Crowe
submitted the first report back in 1989, just before he left the office of Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.

In this Roles and Missions report, the chairman is required to repofl on matters relating to
the roles, missions, and functions of the armed forces of the United States -- looking for
unnecessary duplication, and finding areas for efficiencies and savings. It’s all designed to make the
force better.

The effort was a little bit different this time around, because over the last year, Congress has
also asked us to look at rather specific programmatic issues, as well as theologic issues concerning
roles and missions. So to some extent, we moved a little bit into the programming and budgeting
process. This made the work a little more difficult to do, but I think it makes a ktter link between
roles/missions as a doctrinal thing, and the actual business of findings savings and efficiencies in the
Department.

The analysis was done during the last Administration, but the report wasn’t finished in time
to provide to Secretary Cheney.

The report, I should also point out, shouldn’t be viewed in isolation as an indicator of a~l
changes that are taking place within the Department, within the armed forces. Changes occur in many
other ways, and especially during the regular programming and budgeting process.

The report also is not an end in itself. Because I have submitted this report today doesn’t
mean that we’ve stopped the clock on looking for duplication that is unnecessary or in finding
additional changes to make to the roles, missions, and functions of the Department.

The report should be seen as a snapshot -- a snapshot of a continuous process of
self-evaluation. We’ll start again tomorrow, looking for other things that might improve the armed
forces, that might lead to greater savings.
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A recent Congressional Research $etvim report by John Collins has given us some new ideas.
We wili be anxious to hear from think tanks, from outsi& experts. We certainly want to work with
!he new tXD staff, and we’re always interested in hearing from reporters on ideas that we should
examine for purposes of these sorts of analyses. (Laughter) And we don’t need to wait another
three years as these changes manifest themselves to put them into effect. Anything that comes along
that makes sense, that makes the force better, that saves money, we’re going to implement it tight
away.

I don’t think it is always fully appreciated how much change has taken place in the armed
forces in recent years, especially during the three and a half years that I’ve been Chairman. We’ve cut
the force roughly 25 percent, or it’s certainly going to hit that 25 percent within the next year --
500,000 active duty troops taken out of the force structure; 250,000 reservists eventually; some
250,000 Department of Defense civilians, A third of the active Army being taken out; 25 percent of
the Navy and the Air Eorce, the Marine Corps. Over 70 percent of our nuclear weapons are on their
way out of the force as a resuh of changes in our strategy, changes in our doctrine, and the
breathtaking changes we’ve seen in our relationship with the Soviet Union which has led to these
remarkable arms control agreements in recent months.

We have removed from the mission, the function and role of the Marine Corps and the Army,
any requirement for nuclear weapons. If you ever need it in the future, another service, the United
States Air Force, will provide that sort of support. We have removed tactical nuclear weapons from
our ships at sea.

We have undertaken a dramatic series of base closures -- some 800 bases, large and small, huge
bases with 5,000 people, small installations with perhaps just 100. A massive closure of bases. We
have brought home half of the troops that were in Europe when I became Chairman three and a half
years ago. Over 100 hardware programs have been cut. We’ve probably affected over one million
jobs in the public economy as a result of our activities over the last several years.

The guidance that we have given to the Chiefs, the guidance that we have given to our
commanders in the field, is that this is the time to divest, divest ourselves of Cold War thinking,
dives~ ourselves of Cold War programs, divest ourselves of Cold War assumptions with respect IO
how we organize, train, and equip.

While going down, over the last several years, we have also fought major wars; we have dealt
with crises; we have performed major relief efforts around the world and here at home -- all the while
maintaining our overseas commitments to our friends and neighbors. I suspect I must be the only
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in history who has ever testified before Congress on how to
cut the force that was, at that moment, fighting a war 8,000 miles away.

We’ve brought a new sense of jointness to the armed forces. We emphasize that we’re now
fighting as a team. I think we have been very successful in recent years in breaking old patterns of
scnice parochialism. Joint fighting is team fighting. Every member of the team supporting every
other member of the team. We’ve gone through all this change, we’ve deah with all of these crises in
a way that I believe has succeeded in maintaining the quality of the force, maintaining the exquisite
nature of the force of which Americans are so proud.
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This roles and missions and functions report builds on what we’ve done. It points in some
new directions. It breaks some new ground. Some will find it much too modest. It does not go to
revolutionary extremes such as eliminating the Marine Corps or pulling all of the aviation out of the
Marine Corps or substituting a good part of the Air Force for some other Service. Others, I’m sure,
will find some of the proposals too radical, and they will be objected to in various places.

I believe the report will stand on its own merit. I believe the ideas and suggestions in there
will, over time, be seen as sensible and things we ought to do.

There are some ideas that we examined early on and during the course of this entire process
that really didn’t pan out, and some of you have noted that as you have gotten access to drafts.
Things fell out of the second draft that were in the first draft. Frankly, we did a lot of
brainstorming. We threw a lot of ideas out. And when we asked for comments back, some of our
original ideas didn’t save money, didn’t improve the force, and therefore, we discarded them. You
should have seen some of the goofy ideas we had even before you got the first draft leaked, that no
longer exist. And General Leland, when he presents the report in detail, will cover some of these
ideas.

I and my Joint Chiefs of Staff colleagues stand behind this report, ahhough I have to say to
you, it is my report, it is not a consensus report. We didn’t ask the Chiefs to vote on it, and there
are differences of opinion amongst the Chiefs about various parts of the report. But in general,
we’re pleased with this piece of work we did for President Bush and for Secretq Cheney and the
last Administration.

We are now part of President Clinton’s Administration. We are now part of Secret~
Aspin’s Administration herein the Ikpartment of Defense and the Pentagon. And President Clinton
and Secretary Aspin have given us new directions. The directions are rather simple, rather clear,
rather direct -- maintain our commitments around the world, continue performing the missions that
we are doing now, maintain the quality of the force. The President has told this to me on at least
three occasions. He wants to make we that that quality remains high. Emphasize technical
superiority, the advantage the American armed forces has always had. Adjust to the changing security ‘
environment -- don’t remain static, be flexible. And finally, make further reductions to our programs
and to our force structures.

As you know, we are now going through an exercise to find 200,000 additional spaces to cut
out of the active force, and to bring another 50,000 troops home from Europe, coming below our
original planned level of 150,000. We are at work doing all of these things now, taking in the
President and Secretary Aspin’s guidance. In the near future, we will convert that into the defense
component of President Clinton’s FY94 budget submission. “

You will also see when that budget submission becomes public, how parts of the Roles and
Missions Report have already begun to drive the programming and budget process.

I’m going to turn the floor over in a minute to General Ed Leland, the Director for Strategic,
Plans and Policy of the Joint Staff, who is the lead horse, working with the very, very fine young
men and women on the Joint Staff and throughout the Services, to put this work together.



Before doing so, l’d like to steal a little of General IAand’s thun&r and talk about a couple
of the issues that am of particular intcmst to you and have been of such interest in public comment
and in the newspapers or on television.

One of those great rhetorical questions is, “Why do we have four air forces, and do we need
four air forces?” Tle premise underneath the question being get rid of one of them or consolidate
them into perhaps only two or only one. The answer is: the nation is well served by each one of our
services having an aviation component in it. There is really only one United States Air Force -- first
and foremost, the best in the world. It dominates the skies and space over any battlefield that
American troops may have to step foot on.

Within the Navy, within the Marine Corps, and within the Army, they have taken advantage of
the potential of air by putting attack helicopters into the Army, by the Navy being able to project air
power from floating aitilelds -- our cankr force -- and by the Marines being absolute masters of
using integrated air/ground operations to perform their missions.

So the real issue is not getting rid of any one of these. They serve America’s interests well.
Let me give you an example.

h early August of 1990 when Iraq inva&d Kuwait, I was very, very pleased to know that in
that early stage of the crisis the carrier Indepen&nce was moving into position and could have
launched air mikes should that have been necessary. A few days later then, Air Force air power
started to arrive on scene. And even later, when the Army showed up, its attack helicopters made a
major contribution to the ability of the Army to perform its mission. Throughout the entire crisis
and through the war itself, Marine aviaticmdemonstrated what it can do working closely with Marine
ground power. I am glad that that basket of air capability was available to the President of the
United States and to the Joint Chiefs of Staff and to General Schwarzkopf so that he could perform
his mission. And I’m glad that the Congress over the years has supported this investment in air
power.

The real issue now is not how do I get rid of one of those. The real issue now is how do I
make sure we have not over-invested in any one of those? How do I make sure they are truly
complimentary? How do I make sure that uncle]neath the four aviation elements we are not wasting
money in the ways in which they are trained, in the ways in which we maintain those aircraft, how we
determine the number of aircraft that we need.

What you will see in this report is that’s where we went to look for savings. That’s where
we went to sec what could be done. And as General Leland will brief, we have tried to break out of
the Cold War mentality that said every one of these four aviation eIemertts has to keep growing.
They’re all going to get smaller. We’re going to find other ways to mix their capabilities, to make
them more complimentary. We’re going to make major reductions in the depot maintenance structure
underneath that is used to support all of these airplanes, and our other equipment that we use
throughout the force.

So we’re anxious to find not just nice, rhetorical fixes, but to find real savings and money by
going after the infrastructure.
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You will also see a number of other areas where we have made savings with respect to air
power. We think we can cut down on the number of airplanes that are dedicated to continental air
defens~. We have a large number of planes that essentially are still positioned, waiting for Soviet
bombers to come over the North Pole. We can make savings them. We can reduce the total number
of attack aircraft because part of our bomber fleet can now be &voted to conventional purposes.
We can make a better judgment as to what kind of investment we need in Navy deep-strike aircraft
compared to Air Force deep-strike aircraft. Flight training can be consolidated inventory
managemen~ consolidated in the sense that all SeAces will now use the same methodology to
detemnine how many aircraft they should have in their inventory. We can make some eliminations and
consolidations with respect to our command and control aircraft.

We want to make significant reductions in our VW aircraft fleet -- the fleet we call operational
support aircraft. C)ne of the things I would ask Congress to do is stop giving us VIP airplanes. We
don’t ask for, we don’t want, we don’t need, but every year get given to us or presented to us as a
gift by the Congress.

We can do more with respecl to consolidating our helicopter air crew and maintenance
training. We can do, I think, a lot better on initial skills training. Basic training, people call it, whe~
one service can serve as the schoolhouse for other services for common skills training.

We can do a lot of other things. An i&a you’ll see here, letting the Army provide heavy
artillery support, multiple-launched rocket support to the Marine Corps at a potential savings of
$300 million because the Marine Corps needs the capability, but they will now count on their Army
buddies to provide that capability to them.

So those are just a few of the things we’ve tied to do. I think it’s a good report. I think it
will stand up. But we’re starting again, because this is a rapidly changing environment. We’ve got a
new team on board. We’re going to get new ideas from that new team. We look forward to
worldng with them.

Now, let me turn it over to General L-eland.

General Leland: 1’11talk to ou about the highlights of the report, and then 1’11also give you
some background on kind of how we got to where we did, or how it turned out.

I’m going to talk a minute or two about process because the terms, roles, missions and
functior~, are commonly used and interchanged within the buikiing, often as if they mean the same
thing, and they don’t. So there’s some help in understanding what we did and why we concluded
what we did by understanding the terminology.

Very simply, a role is a broad and enduring purpose, and it is provided to a SeNice. So the
Army, as an example, as you see on the left there, the role is to man, train, and equip forces for
operations on land. The Navy does that on the sea. The Marine Corps for land operations essential
to na~u campaigns. Then you can see here for the Air Force, for offensive and defensive air
campaigns. So that’s a role. The roles are provided by the Congress to the Services.
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A function is something where the president or the Secretary of Defense tell a se~icc to do
something in particular. An example would be to provi& forces. So an example of a function is the
President says, “I want you, Army, to provide forces to do that role -- operations On l~d.”

Finally, missions are done by combatant comrnan&rs. Missions are not done by Semites. So
Services provi& forces; combatant cornman&rs do missions.

This other diagram just gives you the same information in a little bit different form.
Congress gives the roles to the Services. The President and the Secmtuy of Defense assign specific
functions. The Setwices then provide the forces and the forces must be capable of performing the
functions that were given to them by the President and the Secretary of Defense. ‘he commanders,
the combatant commanders, when they have those forces, they get missions from the Pn%ident and
they conduct operations. The ones listed there are some you’re very familiar with -- Desert Storm,
of course Southwest Asia; Just Cause, the operation in Panama; Restore Hope is the ongoing
operation in Somalia.

This used to be very simple. If you go back before World War II, the Army did the stuff on
land, and the role was to do land things. And the Army did missions. So if the President wanted a
mission accomplished on land, he told the Army to go do it. The same thing for the Navy -- on and
from the sea. That was their role, and they did the mission.

The maturing of aircraft is what complicated all of this. So during World War 11it got much
more complex. Joint Chiefs of Staff were created. And we came out of World War H, and in 1947
and 1948, there was a lot done to restructure the military. So the military that you have today is
largely a result of what we came out of World War 11with, and the fact that we were getting ready
for the Cold War almost from the time World War II ended.

So what this shows you a little bit is just how things have changed over time. Three major
Acts there -- one in ’47, one in ’58, one in ’86. We created an Air Force, we created a Secretary of
Defense, we created a National Security Council. In ’58, we put the Secretary of Defense in the chain
of command and said he does missions, and he gives the missions to the combatant commanders, so -
we got the Semites out of the mission business. Then, of course, the Goldwater/Nichols Act in ’86
is the one that strengthened the whole joint structure.

What this talks about is the report. The report is required by Goldwater/Nichols. What it
says is that at least once every three years the Chairman has to report out to the Secretary of
Defense. He has to consider at least three things. Changes in the threat, changes in technology, and
unnecessary duplication. He makes his recommendation. So the Congress tells the Chairman to do
that, the Chairman gives his recommendation to the Secretary of Defense.

In the Authorization Act for ’93, the Congress said 30 days after it gets to the Secretmy of
Defense, we would like you, Secretary of Defense, to provide the report to us. So that’s what this
is.

Down here, what this shows is that the Services and the combatant commanders are big time
players in this operation but, as the Chairman mentione~ it is not a consensus document. In the end,
it’s his document.



The next thing I’m going to dwell on is the changes. 1’11just let you read this chart. What it
tells you is that because the world has changed and because we have a different strategy, there are
some opportunities to do things for less money.

The next series here talks about things we have already done. If you look at the report you’ll
notice (hat Chapter 2 addresses that. The key point we want to make, and I’m going to cover these
things very quickly, but the military has not been asleep at the switch. There’s a tremendous amount
of change that has happene& In fact, the change in the military in the last three years is greater than
in any other three year period since 1947.

Probably the biggest thing is what’s in that f~st bullet which is the national military strategy.
We had the same strategy since World War 11until we changed it just a little over a year ago. It is a
markedly different strategy. It talks about nuclear deterrence, crisis response, forward presence,
reconstitution. It does away with the global threat. It does away with the preparation for World
War III. It does away with the Cold War. It concentrates on regiomd conflicts -- a big change.

The strategy not only says what we think the world’s going to be like, but it says what
military capabilities we think we’re going to need down to including the peace parts. It tells you how
many aircraft carriers, how many divisions, how many tactical fighter wings that we believe are
required, and basically, how they’re going to be used. What’s going to be overseas, what’s going to
be in the United States. A major effort. In fact I thought it was the most difficult thing I’d ever
done, or was assmiated with, until I got into roles and missions. So the base force is, obviously,
the force structure that’s part of that,

Also is the forward stationing. I will not reiterate the things the Chairman said, but
obviously, we’ve gotten a lot smaller overseas, I would emphasize, though, as the report does, that
our continuing stationing of forces overseas is extremely impofiant. It shows commitment. It
reinforces alliances. It brings about stability, Ithelps crisis response, So although we’re much
smaller overseas in terms of stationing, we’re still vexy substantial. Even if we are down at 100,000
in Europe, that’s a big force, and that’s very, very important.

But also, because we have less stationed overseas, how we do our periodic deployments is
particularly important, which is what this next bullet’s about, and it has changed a lot and we’re just
beginning with this. I think you all are very familiar with our naval deployments. We send carrier
battle groups, amphibious groups, all over the world. We have them in the Mediterranean, the
Western Pacific, the Indian Ocean, and you are generally familiar with how we do that. We’re going
to continue to do that, but in some cases we’re going to do it differently. Rather than hawng it just
be the Navy, it’s going to be joint+ It’s a joint sexvicc thrust, to everything we do. That’s what the
strategy says, and that’s what you’il see all the way through this report.

Soon these &ploymems, for example, you need a maritime element, you need a land elemen~
and you need an air elernen~ They just aren’t always going to be Navy/Marine. Sometimes there may
be no Marines and we’ll do the land part by light infantry from the Army that’s either in ~~.~theater
or that’s on alefi in the United States. Or sometimes we may do the air element from foxward
stationed aircraft, or again, bomber aircraft that are in the United States that are on alert.
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How we cotilgure them, whether it’s big or small, how often we do the deployments, can
vary a lot, depending on what the commander has in terms of resources in the theater, and kind of
what’s going on. If things are tense, maybe more often, bigger. If things are not so tense, less. A
major change for us.

We have now got all of our strategic weapons under a single commander. That’s a big change.
For a long time the strategic nuclear forces, the Navy part was commanded by each of the two
commanders of the fleet in the Atlantic and the Pacific. In the Air Force, SAC comrnan&d the Air
Force part. We put together the strategic commands, did away with SAC. One senior officer
commands all our strategic nuclear forces. The Chairman talked to you about the Marines and the
Army being out of the nuclear business.

The f~st bullet on the next chart is the same sort of thing except it’s chemicals. We am out
of the chemical business. We &fend against them, but we don’t ever deploy them. That affects the
Services and the functions that go to the Services because they don’t have to prepare aircraft and
artillery pieces to deliver the weapons; and that affects the CINCS because as we give the missions to
them, as the President does, he doesn’t have to tell them to be prepared to have his forces employ
those weapons.

This is something that is a significant switch. As everybody in here knows, the defense budget
.- almost anywhere you look -- is coming down. There’s one place it’s going up. That’s in strategic
mobility. Again, that’s related directly to the strategy. If you ‘re going to have a lot smaller force
and most of it’s going to be in the United States, you have to have the capability to get the force
from wherever it is to wherever you need it. The way you’ve got to do that, part of it anyway, is
strategic mobility.

We’re going to buy the C-17, and we’re going to buy ships. Wc haven’t brought
transport-type ships for the military in a long time. So we’re going to buy 21 ships off the market.
Those are existing ships. About half of them have already been contracted for. We’re going to buy
seven or eight container ships that are going to get turned to RO-RO ships. RO-RO’s are the
roll-on-roll off, like they use to carry cars around. And we’re going to build ships. We’re going to
build 12 new ships in the United States to transport forces. That’s unusual, but it’s going to give us
a much better capability to get forces where we need them quicker.

We’ve done a lot better in terms of the intelligence support. Again, I’m not going to dwell
on this, but essentially it’s a lot more joint, and we’re a lot better coordinated here in Washington in
terms of how we do support for commanders. And the Chairman mentioned about closing bases.

The first bullet on the next chart talks about counter-narcotics or counter-drug operations --
narcotics, a tremendous problem in the United States. It is a new mission for our armed forces, and
it is a big mission. We’ve got thousands of servicemen and lots of equipment overlarge areas
working on this mission every day. It’s something different.

The Chairman mentioned this one, the fact that we have reconfigun% our supplies and reduced
them. Again, it’s related to the strategy. In the old strategy, we wem getting ready to fight the
Soviet Union -- a very sophisticated enemy. War could have lasted along the. We bought lots of
stuff. And most of it, or big chunks of it, was stationed overseas. New smategy, regional conflicts
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are probably going to be smaller, probably not going to last as long+ HOWmuch we nwd and where
we need i~ much diffemmt. Justin two years the Services have brought down the value of the
inventory in stocks by $34 billion. The Army estimates that the reduction of what they’re going to
go to from what they had will come down to half. So it’s a big deal and a lot of money is tied up in
this.

This is doctrine and training. I’m not going to dweIl here, but doctrine, as you all know, is
the book. It’s the books that describes how it is we’re supposed to do things. But combat is
extremely complicated a little bit because of the equipment mostly because the environment changes.
That changes the whole calculus, which is the reason you have to train. So we’re doing a lot better
in terms of writing the joint doctrine or the books that say how we fight, and we’re doing a lot
better in terms of the training that we do.

Having done all of that, it still became clear that there was a lot more that needed to be done.
What we needed to be sure of is that what we were doing was consistent with the strategy. That’s
what that first bullet says.

Next, rather than taking a philosophical approach and son of massaging each other’s foreheads
about what the Sexwices ought to do, we said what are the tough questions? We listened to the
Congress, we read the newspaper, we listened to ourselves. So we went into this saying, okay, what
are the tough questions? When people are saying maybe we ought to consi&r doing something,
we’ve got to have a good answer to that. Either we ought to say, yes, you ‘re right, we ought to do
it. Or, if we think it’s a bad idea, we’d better be pretty articulate about saying why we think it’s a
bad idea. So that’s the approach we took.

Maybe the most important thing 1’11tell you in the whole pitch, and that General
Powell emphasized, is, “what the heck’s the criteria?” The criteria is, if you’re going to make a
change, it’s got to make some capabilities that we neet it’s got to improve our capability, that
needed capability, or it’s got to save money. Or some combination of that. If it doesn’ t, don’ t
change it.

So whr: this says at the bottom, clearIy, we don’t want to mess up the force. We’ve
got a wonderful arm i forces. So in the process of making the kinds of changes that we all know
need to be made, one }f the things we wanted to be extremely careful with was, that we didn’t
destroy the important parts. So we wanted to guard against that. And the other part is, we clearly
don’t want to do cosmetic things, or (make) changes for change sake.

One of the first things I’m going to talk to you about in the way of changes, had to do wi[h
the unified command plan, so you get a short course on the unified command plan -- two charts The
first chart, really all I need you to get off of here is that there are ten combatant commanders, and
they come in two types. There is the geographic type. They have a responsibility for a particuhw
area of the world, and that’s what I’m going to show you on the next chart. Then there is a
functional type that has special operations or transpcmation or strategic as examples of that.

This shows you the areas of responsibility for the five geographic commanders. The things I
want you to get off of this is, the blue on both sides is the Pacific Command. This in the middle
here is the Atiantic Comman4 European Command, Central Commmd, Southern Command.
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Notice that there are certain parts of the world that don’t have a command, a joint command.
One of them is the United States, and that’s going to relate to something I’m going to tell you next.

One of the key recommendations in the repofi is that we IxMevc, the Chairman believes, that
we need to have the forces in the United States under a joint command. The f~st two sub-bullets in
there basically say that what we want to do is we want to make things joint -- joint activities, joint.
training --- not an every now and then thing, but a way of life.

We have selected as our recommendation, the Atlantic Command, to be that command. So it
would keep its current area of responsibility. It wouid keep its naval forces. And it would add to it
the Army and the Air Forec operational forces that are in the United States.

The other two things that it says on there is that this officer, the commander, who by the
way, can come ffom any service, doesn’t have to be Navy, would be the officer that would watch
after our peacekeeping operations for the UN. Obviously, that is an area of particular interest and of
greater activity.

The other bullet up there says that he’tl have some responsibility for supemising disaster
relief, like responding to Hurricane Andrew. Now obviously, alI of those kinds of things in the
United States are always done in response to what the President wants, and at the request of the
Governor, and in cmrdination with the National Guard.

A key point in this also is, one of those commands I showed you, of the ten, on that list,
was Forces Command, which commands all the Army forces in the United States, which is a
combatant command. Un&r this arrangement, that command Iwomes a subordinate command of the
AtIantic CommanL So if we’ve got the math right, the number of combatant commands has been
reduced now from ten to nine.

The second part here talks about space, and the strategic forces. Both exuemely important.
What it says is we’re going to put those...at least we have a proposal that we are considedng, of
putting those two commands together. Space grew up out of World War IL We got into the rocket
business, as you all know -- all the Services did -- German scientists after the war. The rocket
business turned into the space business. So all the Services kind of grew in that area. 7%ey all have a
role to play, still, but the vast preponderance of space is done by the Air Force.

So under this proposal, the AU Force would have primary responsibility for space. It wouid
be a subordinate command of the Strategic Command. The Army and the Navy would still be very
much involv~ but in a somewhat different way. So there’s no intent here to divorce the Army and
the Navy from space, since it’s very important to them as well.

Again, this results in a reduction of a command, in terms of the combatant commands, and
wiIl save us some space. So now we have taken the combatant commands from ten to eight.

GeneraI PoweiI mentioned the depot reorganization. It’s important for a couple of reasons.
One is, there’s a lot of money involved in there. The other is because it’s representative of a lot of
things I’m going to tell you later. It is representative of an area where we have capacity that far
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exceeds the requirements under the current strategy. Built up after World War 11,the Cold War, a
huge organization -- 130,000 civilians; 2,000 military; 30 bases; lots of money.

As you can see here, the estimate is that we can reduce that by 25 to 50 percent. We think
we can close either seven or eight of those 30 installations. The results of that will be a savings of
somewhere between $400 and $600 million a year.

This last piece has to do with how we organize it. How we got these results, is the Chairman
commissioned a study. Some retired officers, some representatives of industry, had them go out and
look at this because we knew there was some potential there. They came back witi these
recommendations that I’m giving you here, and what we have in the report. They also said we need
to take a look at how it’s organized. We ntxxi central direction. There’s about three ways we can do
that. We can have a Service do it as an executive agent, we can have a defense agency, or we can have
a joint command. That’s an interesting proposal. h has some merit in terms of coordination with
the other combatant commanders, that this command would be there to support. There are some
other combat support-type defense agencies that that same sort of logic might apply to, and that’s
what the report says, we ought to take a look at that as well.

Where we go next is to aviation. The point here is sort of like the depot maintenance. It is
an area in which we have more capacity than we have a requirement. This just emphasized the points
that General Powell made, so I’m not going to go through those.

The first category where the recommendations are, had to talk about how many airplanes we
have. General Powell mentioned this continental air defense. There are 180 airplanes, modem
airplanes -- F-15’s, F-1 6’s; 12 squadrons Air National Guard -- great people, good units; 14 bases on
24-hour alert every day, seven days a week, for a threat that is largely gone away.

The recommendation is that that mission can be performed by other aviation units that are at
30 bases in the United States, just sort of general purpose units and training units. So that we can
do away altogether with the &dicated force, or at least drastically reduce it.

The Chairman mentioned theater air interdiction. Interdiction is where we go back and try to
mess up the enemy before he gets to the front line. You can do that ?ots of ways. You can do it
with rockets, you can do it with airplanes, In this case what we’re talking about is airplanes. The
things that iwedifferent now is that we have a bomber fleet that was almost exclusively dedicated to
things nuclear. The nuclear situation has changed a lot. Strategy has changed a lot. Those bombers,
a lot of \hem, can now be used conventionally. They have some advantages -- long range, big payload
long endurance time. But fighters have advantages too. If they’re in the area, they ‘re quicker, you
can turn them a lot faster, they’re a lot more flexible. They can do air-to-air, air-to-ground so there
are some reaI advantages to both.

But obviously, as we figure our total requirement for how much we need, we need to figure
both of these capabilities, which is going to mean a requirement for less airplanes.

Similarly, stealth technology, tremendously important we believe. We need to invest in it.
But when you do that, you get a more survivable aircraft. You probably need to buy less. Again,
less airphmes.
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Close air support, I’vcbeen serving for32 yearn. Thathas btxnatough issue since I was
commissioned It was a key point in Admiral Crowe’s repofi. We think we’ve made a lot of progress
on that one.

The key things that are in the report are that now all of the Services have the function of
providing close air support. The change there is the Army has that function. The Army does that
with attack helicopters. Now they can get close air support from the Air Force and the Navy as well.
But at the time all this stuff was worked out in Key West in 1947, there weren’t any attack
helicopters. So the assumption always was ~hat close air support, by definition, was fixed-wing
aircraft. Now that’s no longer the case, or that’s the recommendation anyway. Again, as you Icmlc
at the total requirement for close air support, you should end up with fewer aircraft.

The other issues involved with this are in the book, in the doctrine, that says how the various
services are supposed to work together. A lot of progress has been made in that area, and during the
next few months we’re finally going to get those issues resolved.

Airborne command and control. Both the Navy and the Air Force have aircraft that control
the nuclear forces. The Navy has a Boeing 767-type aircraft, and it was initially configured to be able
to communicate with our nuclear submarines. The Air Force has a 707-type aircraft. There are 16
of these Navy ones, and 11 of these Air Force ones. They were SAC aircraft, did the bomber/missile
stuff that the Air Force did. The determination is we don’t need both. We’re going to keep the
Navy aircraft. We’re going to retire the Air Force aircraft. That’s the recommendation. And we
don’t need any more. So we can get by with 16. That’s less money.

Marine aviation, the Chairman emphasizd a big success story. He talked about that, I won’t
belabor that. Two big changes there. The number of airframes they’ve got going from nine down to
four. The other thing is the amount of time that their air wings spend on carriers is going to
increase. What they’re good at, obviously, is providing ground support from the sea. That’s their
specialty and tha!’s what they train on. With the new strategy, the whole Navy’s focus is mom on
power projection and being able to project power ashore, and they need less of some kinds of aircraft
on aircraft carriers than they needed before. Since they’re not protecting sea lines of
communications, the a:fti-submarine situation is a lot differenh so the mix of aircraft on aircraft
carriers will be different, and a lot more times the Marines will be there.

What that all can end up with, again, is a requirement for fewer air wings.

The Chairman talked about this, so 1’11just pass over it quickly. The difference there, there
are different definitions in different services. It primariIy has to do with how you buy spares, and
what you assume for attrition. By standardizing those definitions, a lot less airplanes. It seems
simple, but a big &al.

In flight training, closed two bases in the last year. Still have 12. Can close a lot of those.
We’re going to take the fixed-wing training and make it all joint. We’re going to have a common
fixed-wing aircraft. WC’R going to combine helicopter training if it makes sense. The only mason I
put a little caveat on the last one, we do helicopter training now in only two places -- Pensacola for
the Navy, Marines, Coast Guard; the Army and the Air Force do it at Fofi Rucker with the Army
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doing it. It isn’t clear yet that we save any money by combining them. SOwe’ve stiIl got a MIe bit
of work to do as to whether that makes sense or not.

General support aircraft, you’re talking about helicopters now, we’ve got lots of them, and
they’re in all the semices. For those of you who have been comparing drafts, you know one of the
initial proposals was that we take them all and put them in the Army. When we got more
information on that, what we found out was it didn’t meet the criteria. It didn’t help us in terms of
improving our capability, and it didn’t save us any money. So it didn$tmake sense, so we don’t
recommend it. However, not doing that, there’s still a lot of things we can do in terms of
maintenance and support, and that’s what these recommendations are about.

The last one says that in some places in geographic areas, we can change the mission. An
example of that is the helicopter support in the Washington, D.C. area is provided by several Services.
Maybe it makes sense to only do that with one Service and we can save some money that way.

This is one of the most hotly debated subjects -- theater air defense. The situation is in the
United States armed forces that’s done by both the Air Force and the Army. The Air Force does the
aviation pm, the Army does the ground missile part. Both do their pieces extraordinarily well.

As you look around the world at other armed forces, you can find about any combination you
can imagine. Some do it like we do, some put it all in the Air Force, and other things in between.

As we got into this, what we determined, though, is that we kept running into a substance
question that didn’t have much to do with how we were organized. The first has to do with how
much air defense do we need We, those of us serving in uniform cm active duty, have not
experienced very much attack from the air. In part, because the Air Force has done an awful good job
of having that not be a problem. So there’s a real fundamental issue of how much air defense do we
nod.

Another issue is, we know we’ve got a missile threat. So do we have the balance right
betwm our defense against missiles and our defense against airplanes?

s ~our intent in this is we need to concentrate on the substance of what’s tight in those
areas, which is what we’re going to do, which is what this joint mission area analysis is all about.
Once we get that done, we’ll go back and look at roles and missions.

This is an Army/Marine issue. The allegation there, I think as everybody knows, is that if you
take the expeditionary forces in the Marine Corps and the conhngemcy forces in the Army, generally
equated to light infantry, that we’ve got some duplication in there we don’t need.

I guess the first point I would make is it’s a little bit more complicated question than that in
that contingency forces in the Army are the whole force structure. It’s not just the light part. So
the heavy part of the Army is very much a contingency force, and it’s not just the force in the United
States, but it’s the forces deployed all over the world. As I tried to explain earlier about crisis
response, and we take the forces from where they are to where they’re needed.
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TIE fust thing we did is wc went through and we said okay, what do each of these Services
bring to the table? What are the capabilities? We determined that they were quite different. In other
words, the Marines’ capability to project forces over the beach, to bring a lot of support with them
when they come, the Marines are easy to get out once you put them in. Somalia is a good example of
something that I think has been done very well, done well overall by the Marines, but they were them
initially.

On the other hand, the Army, if you’ve got to get there faster, the Army’s the only thing
that will get you there with airborne and air-delivered forces. So the airborne, air assault, light
infantxy, heavy forces of the Army, we need all of those capabilities in the same way that we need the
Marines.

The issue is, how much is enough? That’s a legitimate question. That’s a part of the
evolution of the force structure, Our answer to that, when we published the military strategy last
January, was what’s in there. That’s what we believe.

Obviously, as times change, situations can change. But the key point is the functions, all of
the capabilities that those forces bring, we need those. Every one of them.

This is an Army/Marine issue. Tanks and these multiple-launched rocket systems that GeneraI
Powell mentioned. The conclusion was the Marine Corps needs some tanks. Not very many. They
just need enough to do amphibious operations and m have the tanks on these maritime
pre-positioning ships. Because the teamwork that is required, in order to conduct those kinds of
operations, is so great+ and they need attack capability, that if we put Army people in there, the
Army would have to end up spm!ing so much time with the Marine Corps, you might as well make
them Marines in order to have the right skills. So it doesn’t make any sense.

But if you have any requirement beyond that, the recommendation is that it be provided by
the Army. In the way that a brigade was provided to the Marines during Desefi Storm.

A different answer for the rocket system. The Army has them, the Marine Corps currently
does not. The Marine Corps intends to buy them. The recommendation is that they not. There’s a
little more cost anaIysis more that still needs to be done. But basically, it seemed to us that the
Army could provide that support, they get some of that type of support from their close-air support
aircraft, and some naval gunf=.

This next one I’ll just touch very briefly, because it’s basically more of the same. I indicated
to you a little bit about what had happened so far in intelligence. Everybody’s kind of happy, almost
happy, anyway, with the structure at the top. Nobody argues with the tactical structure, the corps
and the fleet, the numbered air force level. The issue is the Service intelligence structure that’s in
between. The recommendation is that we can make some more reductions and consolidations.

This is a capacity issue and a coordination issue in terms of test, evaluation, and training. We
have some wonderful facilities out in the southwestern part of the United States that most of you all
are very familiar with, that happen to be very close together -- China Lake, Fort Irwin for the
Army, Nellis Air Force Base, Twentynine Palms. So the idea is that we should be able to coordinate
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our efforts out there in a way that we can do things jointly better while the Sewiccs still continue to
do the things they’re supposed to do, which is to train their forces in their basic skills.

Construction engineers. This is another one that changed between drafts. The proposal in an
early draft was to put them all in the Army. And by the way, constmction engineers build buildings,
build roads, build airllekk. They build things. They are not the combat type engineers that take out
mines and accompany the infantry, and that sort of thing. So what they do in each of the four
Services is quite similar.

What we found out here is all the Services need to reduce. The Air Force the most, I think,
39 percent, 34 percent for the Army, and on down from that -- big reduction in all the Services.
But we didn’t gain anything by putting them alJ in the Army. Again, it didn’t improve the capability,
and it didn’t save us any money. We ended up needing the same capabilities. So it’s not
recommended

The Chairman mentioned this. This is just the fact that we’ve consolidated a lot of our
training in terms of how we teach guys how to drive, operate radios, and that sort of stuff, and we
need to do more of it+and we’re going to.

The last one here has to do with Reserve Components. The section in the report is pretty
short. Not because it isn’t a very important issue, but because the Rand Corporation just finished a
major report on this subject which is the basis of a !ot of work that’s going on now in the Pentagon.
We did comment in here, though, !hat we thought that the various headquarters structures for /he
reseme component needed to get linked at to see if there wasn’t some unnecess~ duplication.

I’m going to go through these very quick. These are exa.mples of things that we looked at and
decided that there was no joy in doing any consoli&tion. Again, one that changed between drafts was
C-1 30. There are over 700 of them -- 600 of them in the Air Force. They come in several different
types, but basically they’re transports and they’re refuelers. The Marines have them, the Air Force
have them, the Coast Guard has them.

When we went out and ran out all the numbers and kinked at the impact, there wasn” any
benefit from bringing them together. We didn’t save any money, and we lost some stuff in mns of
responsiveness to the needs of the various se~ices. So the recommendation is not do it.

These are jammer aircraft, The Navy aircraft, there are 133 of these; and 40 of those.
They’re quite different in terms of their capabilities. These fly off of earners; these don’t. These do
stand-off jammin~ this is a much closer type of work. And there are lots of A-6 aircraft in the
Navy, so there is some relationship in terms of maintenance and so forth for the Navy, with this
being a derivative of the A-6. There am obviously bombers, F-111 bombers in the Air Force. And I
guess the other thing is we need them all, we neal the capability. So there was no advantage to
coming down with one aircraft. We looked at it a whole bunch of different ways. They all cost
money, give us less capability. No reason to do it.

Electronic sumeiHa.nce. These are the guys who are the listeners. Fourteen and 12 of those,
this is Air Force, this is Navy. Every one of them was in Desert Sto~. Every single one. So there
is no excess capacity. If we’d had to go do something else, we’d have had to short them in order to



16

give them to somewhere else. So again, as we went through this, there’s no advantage to bringing
them together.

Attack helicopters, they’re in the Army, two types -- Apaches and Cobras; and in the Marine
Corps with the Cobras. Again, they’re an integral part of those forces. You need about the number
you need now, so there wasn’t any advantage. The i&a would be you put them all in the Army, but
there’s no particular benefit to that, so we didn’t recommend it.

It says we’re going to, in the future, if we buy another helicopter, they’re both going to buy
the same one. That’s the recommendation.

The last one on here ta)lcs about chaplains and Iawyem. That’s an atmactive one kind of on
the surface, but when you get into it there’s nothing there. What you’re interested in is not a
chaplain that’s in the Army, but an Army chaplain. You want a soldier who just happens to be a
chaplain, or a sailor, or a marine, or an airman. There’s a great cultural thing. And oh, by the way,
if you combine them, that doesn’t reduce the number you need. The number you need is the same.
So there’s very little savings. The only savings would be in the training, and very little there, and
you lose a lot of the cultural association. The same with lawyers and a lot of other areas, So it’s
not recommended.

Two things not on the charts. One was rescuing downed pilots in a combat environment. In
an earlier draft we thought about sort of combining that capability in the Air Force and in the Army,
and then decided against it. The reason we decided against it was because as we got more into it, the
problems weren’t how it was organized; tie problems were the fact that our forces can ‘t operate
together. We’ve got some radio netting problems, we’ve got some doctrinal proliems, and we’ve
got some training problems. If we fix those, that will take care of that.

The last one that I would mention to you is operating tempo. It has to do with readiness. A
lot of people around say, new strategy, you need less money to be operationally ready. Less
OpTempo. OpTempo or flying hours, steaming hours, mileage put on vehicles for ground units.

What wc found is, first of all, when you’ve got a lot smaller force and you’ve got a regional
strategy, md the assumption is you haven ‘t got much time, and that’s certainly been our recent
experience. When we went to Panama, we didn’t have much time to think about that. When we went
to Desert Storm, we didn’t have much time. And we don’t think we’re going to have much time for
the next one. So the forces have got to be highly ready.

Also, this flexible joint deployment scheme that I explained to you that compensates in some
ways for the reduction in forward stationing. That’s going to take some operating tempo.

The Services have all done a great job in terms of simulations, which allows them to use their
equipment less. But when you sort of balance that off against these other things that I mentioned, it
comes out about the same. So the operating tempo, the recommentilion is to stay about the same.

This is a summary chart, 1’11just iet you read that.

This just emphasizes the points the Chairman made.
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General Powell: Thank you all ve~ much. We’re ready for some questions.

Let me make one comment. When General bland was talking about the Space Command and
our thinking about that, we are ve~ conscious that the commander of the Space Command at
Colorado Springs is also comman&r of the North American Air Defense CommancL a U.S./Canadian
command. If we made any changes there, we would cetiainly preseme that relationship with whcever
the Air Force Space Command (inaudible) is in Colorado Springs. So I just want to make sure ‘
everybody understands this would not affect NORAD in any way.

Q: This may have gone by me faster than I could absorb it, but on the question of deep strike
capability, is it your conclusion that the Navy needs to have that carrier-based, and you need bomber,
a land-based bomber component? Or is it something that can evolve into an Air Force mission?

A: I think our conclusion is that with the conrnbution that bombers can now make, released
from strategic responsibilities, the change in the strategy, and the contribution that stealth can make
in our programming and budgeting work, we have to take a hard look at the investment mix with
respect to deep srnke aircraft coming off of carriers as opposed to what the Air Force can do.

That’s about as far as I want to go here. We are giving a thrust line, really, for the Navy and the
Air Force, and the OSD staff to work. I think you will see some of the results of this as
programming and budgeting decisions am made. But it goes a little bit beyond the charter of the
Roles and Missions Report. You may recall that Congress has asked us to at least give this indication
or direction so that the OSD staff, working with the Semites, can now go make program and budget
choices aoxdingly,

Q: General Powell, going back to your initial statement that this is not a consensus report,
but your report. As I hear General IAand, at one point he said fewer air wings.

A: I think he said fewer aircraft.

Q: Fewer aircraft. I think he also said air wings. 1 might be wrong, but anyway. The Navy
might view that as needing fewer carriers. Also, is the Navy unhappy about the CINCLANT four-star ‘
billet that perhaps they’re going to lose that under your reorganization? And the last part of that
question is, again, backed by your consensus, that’s pretty mange language, very defensive language.
The last bullet is not the opening shot of an insurrection. Why was that chosen? Is there some
insurrection among the Joint Chiefs disagreeing with your position?

A: Which LANT post? I’ll let General Leland answer that. (Laughter) There was a
suggestion that somehow the Chiefs were all fighting amongst themselves so that there would be no
change, and this was a grand scheme to take on the new Administration. That’s just nonsense. Thew
are difficult issues. We have wrestled with them. That’s one of the reasons the report is late. We
have struggled with them. There is no insurrection.

I would submit to you that the Chiefs are getting along better than they have in many, many
years in trying to wrestle with these things as a team.

Going back to your other question, the Navy is on board the CINCLANT concept. They see
the merit in it. It’s an exciting idea. We have to work through a lot of issues. It was one of the
most controversial of all of the issues. We, frankly, have been looking at something like this for



18

two and a half years, and we finally reached the point of msturity where wc think we can go foxward
with it. But the Navy is on board that panictdar recommendation.

With respect to carrier wings and numbers of carriers, I’m going to let the Navy talk to that
one as part of the budget submission that you’re going to see coming up. 1’11let them make a case,
and they make a god case as to why they are recommending what they are recommending. But I’ll
let the Secretary and the Navy present that.

obviously, we’re going to have fewer airplanes, a lot fewer airplanes. obviously, we have to
be very sensitive to the mix of airplanes. Obviously, as we take fmher reductions, we’re going to
have to reduce the overall size of the force structure. The kinds of dollars that we have to generate
to make our contribution to the President’s program and the President’s emphasis on the economy
and the budget can’t be dealt with just by roles and mission changes. We’re going to take down some
capability. We want to make sure we take down the right mix of capability. Aircraft will come
down, other things will come down. S~cific numbers of wings, though, let me not totally duck the
question, let me just tell you you will see that in a couple of weeks.

Q: What is your estimate of the overall cost savings from these changes beyond the, I think,
$400 to $600 million you mentioned?

A: I wish I had an answer to that question. We tried to get one over the last several days
knowing it would be ask@ but we really have not yet reached budget level detail, because the setwices
really have to grind this out now. But I would say at the depot maintenance one, I’m fairly sure that
if we can get those closures, we’re talking about hundreds of millions of dollars a year, and
thousands of spaces.

The MLRS one, Ed was a little more cautious than I was, but 1 think that’s probably a cost
avoidance in the neighborhood of $300 million for the Marine Corps.

The consolidation of training facilities, the merging of some of the things we’re merging, will
generate more. But I don’t have a number that I would be comfortable giving you.

Q: A ball park?
A: No, ball parks always get me in trouble. I get picked off at first.

Q: Nevertheless, despite your pains to show that you’re not out of sync with the Clinton
Administration, that this is part of an ongoing process...

A: I am p~ of the Clinton Administration, yes.

Q: Out of sync with President Clinton. Nevertheless, some people will point to this report
and say that these proposals, while they may be well founded, are quite modest and not in line with
the kind of pledge that President Clinton made during the campaign in tenm of reducing redundancies.
What do you do to combat that?

A: I don’t know that I have to. This was done during the previous Administration. We are
in the third, fourth week, I guess, of the Clinton Administration. We’re prepared to go right back
to work and deal with this concern. We’re not here posturing ourselves to resist. We’re trying to
finish off this piece of work so we can take new guidance fkom our leaders and respond to that new
guidance, and go to work on it.
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Q: Are you at odds with President Clinton about cuts to the military?
A: No. Obviously, I don’t quite understand the question. We have gotten our guidance from

the Presi&nt. We are part of that Adminisaation. We have km given our guidance by the Secretary
of Defense. We had good meetings with the Secretary eariier this week on the proposals that we’re
going to be coming forward in the budget submission. And in due course, you will see how we’re
going to adjust to these reductions.

I’ve had excellent conversations with the Presi&nt. I know where he wants to go. I also
know his commitment to the quality of the force. I look forward to sewing him in this regard.

Q: Some have suggested that something you alluded to earlier, the really big stuff like four
air forces, like redundancy between the Army and the Marines, you, in effect, take a pass cm that, and
that this report is really much more nibbling around the edges than going after the really tough stuff.

A: The really tough stuff like... I’ve got to answer it this way. For the last three and a half
years the capabilities inherent in Army, Navy, the Marine Corps, and the Air Force, have served the
nation extremely well. I have faced one problem or crisis after another where I was awfully glad,
awfully glad, that somebody had thought hard in previous years to protect the kind of force we have
and the kind of capabilities we have. So I’m a great defender of what we have, and I believe we can
shake it down. But it always comes in well why isn’t this more revolutionaq. It’s a new Monday,
why don ‘t you do something more revolutionary than the previous Monday? It may be nibbling on
the edges to some, but to others, this is significant change. There are hundreds of millions of dollars
to be saved here, there are spaces to be saved here, and there are new ways to do our business
reflected here.

So I’m well aware of that criticism, and I am prepared to receive any suggestions about which
Service we should “eliminate” or cut in half or let’s go up and eliminate Marine aviation. But my
mama did not raise a fool, and there are some issues that I know you’re not going to take on because
it doesn’t make sense to take on. It’s not in the national interest to do some of the ideas that are
suggested

So while I am trying to be responsive to the need for change, and I belie e I am being
responsive to the need for change, I’ve pmided over more change in the last ti ~e and a half years
than anyone of my predecessors except perhaps going back to the days of Gemg. Marshall and Omar
Bradley and Eisenhower, right after the war. Tmman recently characterize that period as going
from the world’s most powerful force to a force that was not demobilized, it simply disintegrated.
The President, President Clinton has charged me to make sure that that does not happen, and we come
down in a sensible way.

So 1’11look at anything. But I am not going to apologize for the fact that we are trying to
protect a broad range of capabilities to serve the nation’s interests in the future.

Q: Speaking of looking at anything, I’d just like to focus in for a moment on the two
helicopter flight training schools. Your report mr ises mention of the fat! that there was a report
that said this might not be cost effective, but there have been eight other reports, going back to
1970, that said it would save a lot of money, including reports last year by the DoD IG, and by the
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DMR. Why do you focus on the one that said it was questionable, and essentially ignore the eight
that said it would save a lot of money?

A: Because there is one that says it is questionable. We were not able to resolve it. I think
it is something that is doable. My recommendation to the Secretary is that we bore in on it now and
make a decision once and for all. This is an issue that I fmt joined when I was a colonel about 17
years ago. There are strong arguments to do this. I don’t want to go any further, because the
analysis has not been completed. But I think we should move in this direction and let’s see if the
numbers will support that.

Through the process that we have, the BRAC process, it isn’t enough just to make a
statement. You have to do analysis that is sustainable. There will lx jobs and communities affected
by this, and we shouldn’t do it lightly, just because two into one makes sense.

We’ve tied to avoid the Aeroflot technique here, where cenmlization is good. The Soviets
know how to do it. They give you an Aeroflot.

Q: You’re doing it with fixed-wing planes.
A: I’m not disagreeing with you. I’m saying we should...them have been lots of studies. Now

as Chairman, for the first time, as a msuit of the authority I have under Goldwater/Nichols and with
this report, I’m saying to the Secretary there is a presumption that we should be able to do this in
one location, but I don’t have the numbers for you. So I recommend to you, the Chairman
recommends to you that we do the numbers and if the numbers hold up, then let’s stop debating this
and let’s do it. If the numbers don’t hold up, then let’s stop raising the issue.

Q: The DoD IG numbers aren’t sufficient from last year?
A: If the Secretary examines the DoD IG numbers and he’s satisfied with them, then I hope he

will act on that. But I will not prejudge what the Secretary will do.

Q: ...dernise of the Soviet Union, that one thing we should all be alert to are regional
conflicts. We’re now seeing that in the former Yugoslavia, in Bosni& As you look at the roles,
missions, and functions report that you’ve just completed, does it give you any concern about U.S. ‘
capability, of getting involved in Bosnia?

A: The force we have now and the force that we will be going to in which you will see when
the budget is submitted, gives us sufficient capability to deal with the potential crises that I see on
the horizon. The problem is that I’m not sure what’s over the horizon. The problem is we are no
longer dealing with all known threats. It was comfortable for 40 years, always to have your eye on a
single, big, red ball. But now they come up like rainstorms. You have to have a broad range of
capabilities to deal with these as they come along. I’m not going to get into Bosnia, of course, at
this session, but anything we might be called upon to do, 1 think we’d be able to do with the force
structure wc have now or the force structure we are going to.

Q: You mentioned in the report, and you mentioned it first thing, that was one of the things
you mentioned, that you would not want to see the four...that the U.S. does not have four air
forces+ And actually, President Clinton in his campaign in August had used that phrase, that America
does have four air forces. Does that not put you at odds with Clinton during his campaign?

A: I don’t think so. I really don’t think so. I’m not saying that there are not four packages
of air power in each Service. I’m just trying to make the distinction t3at they ail serve a legitimate



purpose. The President has made reference to them, Senator Nunn has ma& reference to them, a lot
of people have made reference to them. The answer to tic issue, as I’m presenting it, is that you’ve
got to remember the uniqueness of the United States Air Force, and you ‘VCgot to remember why the
other Services have air power within them. If you wish to call that air power a Navy air fo :e, an
Army air force, and a Marine air force, therefore four, that’s fine. But that isn’t where the real
challenge is.

The rud savings and the real improvement in capability is not in scratching out one of them.’
It’s in downsizing them in an appropriate mix across all four of them. It’s in getting at what is
supporting them internal to each of the semices. Each Service developed its own system over time.
Each Semite was responding to Cold War requirements, World War III, global war, it will goon
forever. That’s gone. So if you really want to save money, it’s not a matter of scratching out a
few airplanes in the Marine Corps, it’s getting into the infrastructure under all of those air forces,
and that’s where I believe we have made progress in this pficular report.

But there is no doubt about it that the question will come up again, why do we have four air
forces, I’ve tied to deal with that as best I know how.

Q: In your report, it singles out the MILSTAR as one of the four most noteworthy recent
procurement activities. The Air Force earlier this week recommended cutting it. Which are you going
to recommend to the Secretary of Defense? That he go with you or with the Air Force?

A: I’d prefer to make my recommendation to the Secretary of Defense Iwfore I make you
aware of what my recommendation is. (Laughter)

It wiU be dca!t with in the nor-n-d budget issue process, and that’s what we’re going through
now.

Q: What’s the main obstacle to future changes? And secondly, your repo~ doesn’t address
potential competition tasks between missiles and manned aircraft, or unmanned UAV’S and manned
reconnaissamx aircraft.

A: With respect to the first question, there is no obstacle to further change. Lfwe came
across something this afternoon that made a great deal of sense and it met our test of imI iovhg the
force in some way or saving money, I’d want to do it tomorrow morning. I’m not going to wait
three years for...

Q. You couldn’t necessarily do it. You’ve been trying to cut the reserves. You’ve been
trying to cut bases...

A: Whether [’m allowed to do it is a different question. I can assure you, a lot of tite
suggestions out there are going to run into difficult sledding in various places. I’m an adviser. I
don’t command anything, and I don’t make decisions. I provide advice. This is advice to my
leadership. So if your question is how will it happen, well, it’s gone to the Secretary. I’m sure he
will find some of this consistent with his views, other parts perhaps not. We’ll see. But that isn’t
going to keep me from making recommendations whenever I come upon a good recommendation that
I think would serve the interests of the na!ion, sene the interests of the Department.

With respect to your other question, we’re working on that and constantly examining the
tradeoffs between missiles, air-breathing delivery systems, as weil as unattended air vehicles, but it is
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not a particular feature of this report as roles and missions and functions of the armed forces of the
United States.

Q: Questions on the new CONUS-based Unified Command. One, I don’t see what you’re
doing with TAC, Marine Corps, those people. They seem to be kind of left out in limbo. The other
one is: is one of the functions of this new command going to be training peacekeepers for United
Nations functions? That’s something you folks have shied away from as a concept in the past. Do
you see creating specified forces to do those kind of peacekeeping and domestic tranquility missions?

A: The first part, you hit a good question that we’re still analyzing. There aR Navy and
Marine forces in the Continental United States that belong to the Pacific Command. So one thing we
have to resolve is whether we just leave that relationship as it is, or do we form some kind of
relationship between those West Coast units and the bulk of our forces here on the East Coast which
would be under CINCLANT. So we have to resolve that issue. It is an issue.

With respea to UN operations, what we have in mind is that this new command, this CINC,
would ensure that as joint training exercises are planned, and as we look at the overall training plans
for our units, new emphasis is provided on the kinds of peacekeeping and humanitarian missions that
we are being involved in more and mom. It does not mean, necessarily, that this command or the
units of this command are dedicated to an arrangement outside of U.S. national control. That’s
another issue for another time. It will give us a place to show that we understand our responsibilities
in this new environment, and give us a place to ensure that we have somebody watching out for this
kind of activity with emphasis on civil affairs, humanitarian support, how the UN works, the
difference between Chapter 6 and Chapter 7 peacekeeping activities, and capture all the lessons we’ve
learned in recent months as a result of our operations in Somalia, Provide Comfort in eastern Turkey
and northern Iraq, Desert Storm, and other United Nations activities that we have participated in.

Q: There’s only one new start fixed-wing aircraft on the books, that’s the AFX. How should
the Navy interpret what you’ve done here? Do they need that airplane, or do they not?

A: I would prefer to let that come out as a result of the Secretary’s deliberative budget
process that he’s going through now with the Navy and the Air Force. Not to dodge, but you ’11see
that.

Q How about the mission then? Do you see the Navy as having a role ‘o play in deep strike?
A: I think the Navy does have a role to play in deep strike. How much .nvestrnent should be

put in that rck, and what the proper mix of aircraft should be is really a service function and role
that I would not wish to get ahead of the Chief of Naval Operations on, or the Secretary of the
Navy. We’ll all be taking about it, and I will provide a joint perspective to those discussions. But 1
would not today wish to prejudge what the Navy might want to do.

Q: The only mission that the Clinton Administration has articulated yet for the military is a
peacekeeping mission, a possible peacekeeping mission in Bosnia. Are U.S. military people adequately
trained, in your estimation, for that kind of work? Especially if that’s the only kind of work they
get in the next four or eight years?

A: I hope that’s the only kind of work they get forever. But being ready for war, being
trained in the warrior ethic, as welI as understanding what peacekeeping operations are like and what’s
required of units performing peacekeeping operations I think makes the armed forces of the United
States uniquely able to perform those kinds of activities. I think Somalia was a perfect example.
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Most of the ground taken in Somalia was taken by Ambassador Oakley. But the reason Ambassador
Oakley was so successful as our point man is that as people looked over his shoulder and they saw
combat troops who were here to back up this diplomatic effoti, they thought this must be a pretty
good crowd to cooperate with.

I do not think I wish to see what would happen if they got very, very mad, or if Ambassador
Oakley went like this. So that’s the way we like to see an operation work. Minimum loss of life,
stabilize the situation. You use waniors who also know how to be peacemakers and peacekeepers.

This new command will make sure that we’re training warriors, and we’re training them jointly
so they can go in, go in harm’s way, and come home safely after accomplishing the mission. But also
ensure that while they are trained that way, they also know how to do these kinds of humanitarian
peacekeeping operations. And by Gwi, they have done some splendid ones in recent months. From
Miami, south Dade County, to Somalia, to Provide Comfort.

Q: This is for General bland. The Marines, for many years, have been, by law, required or
tasked with developing doctrine, equipment, and tactics for amphibious warfare. Now that the Army
has been made a charter member of the close air support community, which sewice, if any, has been
similarly tasked to develop the doctrine, tactics, techniques, and equipment for close air suppoti?

Leland: There are two parts to that.

Q: 1 know what the Marines are doing. I want to know what we’re going to do under close
air support.

A: I understand that. But the two parts have to do with where the direction, oversight, and
approving is; and who’s got the pencil in their hand. The direction, oversight, and approval is done
by the Chairman. So in other words, -it is joint doctrine, and one of the things that has firmly been
established is that all service doctrine has to be consistent with joint doctrine. So the tough issues
that I mentioned to you that are going to get resolved will be decided by the Chairman.

The United States Army is drafting a lot of the details, so the actual work, along with the
Joint Staff, a lot of it is being done Fy the Army in coordination with all the other Services.

Q General Lelan& even though, as General Powell pointev. out, there’s going to be continuing
discussion and &liberations, based on what you said about how th~ Marines can come in over the
beach and the Army can get there faster via airlif~ are you leaving somewhat unresolved for now the
question over when you use Marines and when you use Army units for quick response contingencies?

A: I don’t think I’m leaving it wwesolved. The capabilities are different, so each varies
depending on the situation that the United States faces, and also, geographically, where things are. If
there’s a Marine Amphibious Group that is close by, and if the problem is close to the water, that
gives you one set of parameters to work with.

I can give you an example, them was Operation Sharp Edge where we went into Liberia and
evacuated the embassy and a lot of other people out of Liberia. I was in the European Command at
that time, the Chief of Staff there. We en&d up doing that with the Mmne Amphibious Group that
was in the Mcditemnean, but it took several days to get that force off the coast of Liberia. Onm
they got there, there were lots of advantages to using the Mtines, because of sustainment, because
they had helicopters with them, we could get the people out, put them on the ships, and that sort of
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thing. But had the problem developed quicker, them’s no way the Marines could have gotten there,
and the contingency plan was to bring Army forces from the United States. So we were going to do
it both ways, and it just depended on how the situation worked out.

Q: General, as you’re consolidating the military depots, do you envision bringing more of the
maintenance and repair work in-house, or do you want to compete for more of that?

A: That’s not clear at this point. It’s just part of it that’s not resolved.
Powell: Let me take a shot at it. One of the things we really want to look at it is seeing how

much of it can be contracted out in order to help sustain the industrial base, so that’s one of the
things that we hope this new Joint Depot Maintenance Command would put into their calculations.

Q: I’m also a little confused on your answer on deep srnke. I know you don’t want to talk
about it too much, but you said before that you wanted to take a hard look at it. Did you mean that
yourself or the Joint Staff was going to start studying the issue as a follow-on to what you’ve said
here today?

A: I think we will be studying it along with the Chief of Staff of the Air Force and his staff,
as well as the Chief of Naval Operations, as we start to look at how to implement the additional
reductions that we have to take.

Q: Do you have to keep an eye towards the recommendation in the FY94 budget? Or further
down the road?

A: I think you will see some indication of our thinking in the FY94 budget. Maybe not the
complete answer, but...

Q: I was just confused, because I thought Congress had ordered, if I’m correct, the staff to
do a tactical aviation modernization study.

A: That’s correct, and this feeds into it, but this is not the tactical aircraft modernization
study.

Q: When will that study be completed?
A: I can’t answer that. I think OSD has the con on that, and I think they needed our

work... somehow 1 March comes to mind, but I don’t want to speak definitively.

Q: With respect to the contingency forces, the relationship between the Marines and the light
Army divisions. I notice you recommend, or suggest the possibility of futiher reductions of light
divisions.

A: Yes.

Q Why did you opt for that rather than cutting back the Marines?
A: I’ll telI you what, the Marines, boy have they demonstrated what they can do in the three

and a hdf years that I’ve been Chairman. lri fac~ all the Semites are running a very, very high
Opl’empo right now, meaning they really are finding themselves coming and going. But no Service is
maintaining as high an OpTempo as the United States Marine Corps right now, in terms of what they
have been doing. Somalia, or what they did in a variety of other places. In the foreseeable future, as
these contingencies keep coming, I don’t see any advantage, or where it would be in our interesti to
make any further rductions in the size of the Marine Corps i%omwhat has aIready been planned And
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1 think in the next year or so we may have to take a look at what some of those original out-year
cuts to the Marine Corps might mean.

We have to get rid of some requirements or the Marines wiIl not be ate to continue
performing all the missions there are now. So as we looked at the overall structure, we thought we
could make some additional savings, and I think the Chief of Staff of the Army agrees with this,
some additional savings in our light infamy force structure in the Army without sacrificing that
rapid contingency capability inherent in units like the 82nd Airborne and others. I think you will see
that reflected in the budget.

Q: General Powell, throughout this presentation you’ve described this report as a work in
progress, a snapshot, that work was done during the previous Administration. Given the position
that President Clinton took last summer, seeking support, critique that Senator Nunn made, perhaps a
more aggressive approach, was it your intent here to maybe not make the kind of radical or more
radical types of changes that Senator Nunn had suggested in order to leave that to the new, incoming
Administration? Let them put their mark on this and come forward with something a little bit less
than what they talked about?

A: No, I can only work for one President and one Secretary of Defense at a time. Last year,
as you recall, I was working for President Bush and I was working for Secret~ Cheney,
implementing the Bush budget, the Chertey budget and program. So that’s the answer to that. I was
not trying to game anyone, since 1 was not (inaudible) about how any election would turn out, and I
don’t care. I do my work based on what I think is right, what I think is correct for the armed
forces, and working for the bosses that I have at that time.

Q: You’ve made certain revisions and taken some of them back after the election when you
knew what...

A: It had absolutely nothing to do with the election. In fact, Senator Nunn has remarked on
more than one occasion, that this is an ongoing process. Some of ~hequestions that were posed
were of a rhetorical nature. Look at these things. It didn’t say do it, it said look at them. And
some of them we looked at, and sony, it just doesn’t make sense to take a small fleet of airplanes
from one semice and a small fleet of airplanes from another service, which ha*wIarger families of
similar airplanes in that service, and merge them together, breaking up a uniq~e capability to put
together some ad hoc capability just so I can be able to say I consolidated something. It may have a
surface attractiveness, but it is fundamentally dumb.

Q: Going back to mission just for a moment, and given the planning. If you were called upon
to go into an area, let’s say, of the world, maybe east of the Adriatic where it’s hilly or
mountainous, what mix would you recommend, and how much of each?

A: 1 don’t want to speculate on what I might do in a particular situation. You haven’t told
me what the mission is. So in the absence of knowing exactly what the mission is, 1 wouldn’t want
to speculate on what I might do.

Q: On the consolidation of the training, tests, and evaluation, I’m not sure where I see any
money saving.

A: Really it’s an efficiency more so than the money. We’re not creating a huge new
organization. But because of the investment we have out there, each service having made a huge
investment in those facilities, we think we can leverage that investment by electronically and through



26

simulations and computers, tying them together, so that what’s happening at the National Training
Gmter can be used by the Marines at Twtmtynine Palms, can be used up at Nellis, can & uswl at China
Lake, and computers and new techniques of simulation allow us to get more of a mtum out of the
existing investment in those facilities.

Q: With fewer weapons coming on, you don’t see a duplication, or a redundancy between
China Lake and Elgin Air Force Base? The test and evaluation...

A: In fact, we have not dealt with that extensively in this report, but I think we need to take
a hard look at how many R&I) aviation test facilities we need- You may want to say some mom
about that.

Ldanch There are really two pieces to the recommendation. I, obviously, didn’t make that
clear enough. One, as you looked at the test and evaluation capacity, like the depot capacity and like a
lot of other things, the assumption is that we have excess capacity. So there’s an effort to reduce
and consolidate.

A separate but related issue is the training and the test and evaluation on the West Coast. The
point there was we think we can do a better job of joint training and of test and evaluation if we
have an executive agent or somebody, some cenmal direction between those very valuable facilities
that are in the West and are, fortunately, so close together.

Press: Thank you.

(FYI: The folIowing statement was issued by Secretary of Ikfense La Aspin after the conclusion of
the briefing:

“I have today received from General Powell a copy of his review of the roles, missions and
functions of the U.S. Armed Forces. As required by law, I wiil transmit the report to Congress
within 30 days with my comments.

“This repoti will be a welcome contribution to the snategic review of defense needs for the
next five to six years I now have underway. General Powell and LfieJoint Staff are working closely
with us on this review.”)
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lZxa~tiVe Summarv—.—

SOME DEFINITIONS

TIIe terms “roles, missions, ad

functions” are often used interchangeably,

but the distinctions between them are

ifnportmt, ptidarly m the context of this

report. ROLES arc the broad and enduring

purposes for which the Semites were

established by Congress in law. MISSIONS

arc the tasks assigned by the President or

Secretary of Defense to the combatant

commanders m Chief (CTNcs).

FUNCI’IONS are specific respsibili.tk

assigned by the President and Secretary of

D2fknse to enable the Seticcs to iWll their

legally established roks. Simply stat~ the

-W &ld!2D of the Semites is to provide
forces organizeq mined and equipped to

perform a & -- to lx employed by a CTNC

in the accomplishment of a m.

A %iORT HETORY

For the first century-and-a-half of our

mtion’s history, roles and missions were not

subject to much debate. l%e Army’s role

was fighting on land The Na~~’s and

Marines’ role was fighting on, and from, the

sea. This simple division of labor started to

get cornpti~ed after World War I, when the

Sewices Ixgan to adapt the increasing

combat potential of the airplane to its

mpecrivc warfighting role.

Roles and missions pew even more

confused during World War II, when the

gIobe was divided into theaters, each

encompassing land and sea areas. A CTNC

was appointed for each theater and given a

missioQ so that admimls began to Comrrland

sokiim and generals began to command

sailors. After the war, in order to implement

lessons learned, Congress passed the

National Security Act of 1947. T%is Act

made the Joint Uiefi of Staff a permanent,

formal body; created the United States A.ix

Force as a separate Sewice; and, after

amendment m 1949, led to establishment of

the Department of Defense. This Act ~SO

attempted to clatitjI and cod@ Servi= roles
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and missions to provide a framework for

program and budget decisions. After the Act

became law, Swice hdem met at Key

West, Flori& and produced a broad oudinc

for Service functions. That outline guides

the division of labor to this day.

In 1986, Congress passed the

Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense

Reorganization Act. [t requires the

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff “to

periodically recommend such changes in the

assignment of functions (or roles and

missions) as the Cha.ilman considers

necessary to achieve maximum effectiveness

of the Armed Fores.” TM is the second

report in accordance with the Act.

W repl% is a comprehensive

summaIY of a process of internal review and

self-appraisal that goes on in the Armed

Forces every day. It represents the

culmination of months of effort by the

and the Joint Staff. ‘Ilc

recommendations of this report am the
.

Chauman’s alone though the Sewicc Cbiefk,

the combatant CINCS, am their staf33 were

directly involved in the rev .Wpmccss.

A RAPIDLYCHANGINGWORLD

Three years ago, when the first report

on roles and missions was prepared, the

Beriin Wall still stood. American strategic

forces were on constant alert, and more than

300,000 US troops were m Europe, ready to

repel any attack by the Warsaw Pact. Today

the Cold War is over. The Warsaw Pact is

dissolved. me Soviet Union has ceased to

exist. Our strategic bomber force is no

longer on alert. ANuclearand conventional

control agreements have been

concluded, elimindng entire classes of

nuclear weapons and thousands of tanks,

armored vehicles and artillery pieces. Uver a

hundred thousand troops have come home

from Europe.

But the disapprance of the Soviet

thre~ has not eliminated the need for trained

and ready Armed Forces. In the three years

since the last report, Anm&m troops have

been committed in over two dozen crises,

ranging fkom armed confkt in Panama and

the Persian Gulf to pwekeeping and

humanitarian @stance missions in several

parts of the wori~ and to disaster relief

operations at home and abroad. In short,

our _ Forces have been busier than

ever in this rapidly changing worid.

Four key factors -- the end of the Cold

War, budgetary constraints, the Goldwater-

Nichols Act, and tie press of new regional

crises --
opportunity,

converged to provide the

the rmxssity, and the authority
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to address the ways m which all four

Semites are structured, trained, and

employed m combat. As a result, more

changes have cccurred in the US milkary in

the past three years than in any similar period

since the National Security Act of 1947.

THE MHHOD OFCHANGE

First, the National Milkwy Strategy of
the United Stares was developed, taking into

account the new strategic landsca~.

Next, the BW Force was established

to provide the means for implementing the

new militay smamgy, Smaller than the Cold

War force but flexible, well-trained and

highly capable, the Base Force is a dynamic

force which can be tailored in response to

fu.rlhcrchanges in the sm.tegic environment.

Fiiy, a detailed review of the roles,

missions, and functions of the Armed Forces

was undertaken to ensure the new strategy

and force structure were aligd as

effectively as possibIe. In developing the

recorrmlemdations contained in b report,

the objective was to maintain -- and wherc

possible enhance -- the combat readiness of

the Armed Forces even as we reduced their

SiZCand the COStOfMaintaining than.

WtiA?WE’VEALREADYDONE

In the thm years since the fmt of

these repoms was submitted mder

Goldwater-NichoIs, many steps have &en

taken -- some with little public notice -- to

respond to the rapidly changing world and to

improve both effectiveness and efficiency.

Even as walls fell and empires toppled, wc

were m.aldng the adjustments our @on’s

security rqired.

ThO Creation of
US Strdegic Cummand

The organization of our nuclear forces

has been changed fundamentally. For the

first time, dl of America’s strategic bombers,

missiles, and submarines are under one

commander, either an Air Force general or a

Navy admiraL T%is arrangement, hard to

imagine only a fiw years ago, represe~

perhaps the most dramatic change in the

assignment of rola and missions among the

Sewices since 1947.

Th* Elimhfion of
NucieurFunciions

A a result of Presidential nuclear

initiatives, developed under the direction of

the Joint CbM of Staff and the Secretary of

Defense, the &my and Marine Corps -- both

of which have had a nuclear fimclion since

the mid-1950s - no longer have nuclear

weapons. Now they rely cm the Navy and



the &r Force for nuclear support,

Moreover, all tactical nuclear weapons have

been removed bm ships+ submarines, and

land-based naval aircrafi Finally, for the

fiit time sirIce the 1950s, all US strategic

bombers and all 450 Minuteman II missiles

have ken taken off alem

No More Chemical Weapons

With the signing of the Chemical

Weapons Convention in Paris on

January 13, 1993, the United States

renounced the use of chemical weapns.

The Semites no longer need to maintain a

capability to retaliate with lethal chemical

weapons.

This will reduce training, maintenance,

and procurement costs and permit chemical

weapons stockpiles to be destroyed

safest, most efficient manner.

Belter Strategic Lift

m the

Our new regional focus, combined with

major reductions m overseas troop levels,

puts enormous emphasis cm strategic

mobility. l%e formation of Transportation

Command had bdy Set our tm.nagment

house m orde~ what remabed was to match

our li.fica@ilitiM with the new strategy and

Base Force. The Mobility Requirements

Study does just that. The study’s

rccornmencied mobility improvements will

enable deployment of an Army light division

andaheavy brigade toanyaisis area m

approximately’ two weeks,

divisions in about a month.

and two heavy

Expanded Mission:

Cou~f~r-l)rug Operafkms

In 1989, the Department of Defense-
began to expand significantly its participation

m America’s fight to stem the flow of illegal

drugs. This expanded mission requires the

sustained use of active duty and Reserve

forces who are propdy trained and

equippd for a non-tmiitismi.d role. They are

involved with interagency organizations and

host-nation poliw and m.ilimy forces m

planning and cmying out these counter-d.mg

operations. This campaign invoks severaI

of our CINC!S who are working together

closely so they can share joint lessons

learned and continue to improve our

capability to perform this unprecedented

tnissiom

A New Look in Combat Logktlcs

A change of WgiC focus titn gIobal

to regional conflict ‘llowed us to make major

changes in the way we calculate and provide

for our logistics support neds. For global

war, wc needed enough stocks so that each

CINC could fight his theater’s fom alone

and for some considerable time without

resupply from the continental United States

(CONUS). With our new strategy, we need

only enough “starer” stocks to last until

theater forces are resupplied km CONUS,
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or 6-em other propositioned “swing” stocks

that can be moved quickly from one region

to another. To do this, some stocks arc

being repositioned horn land to “afloat.”

The krny, for example, has estimated that it

can achieve a 50% reduction in war reserwe

requirements under this new concept.

Combat logistics have entered a new era

with our new strategy.

Better Inklligence Support
b the Warfighter

~ intell.ig~ support available to

US forces m the Gulf War was probably the

best m history. -Illis was partly because of

innovations that preceded the war and partly

because of innovations made during the war.

Notwithstanding this SUCWSS,additional

mxds were kkntified combining the

success and the needs, we have greatly

improved what was akeady a good

intelligence systcrm For example, we set up

a standing board comprised of senior

intelligence officials tim all intelligence

organizations to &@InilM program

priorities and coordinate support for milkary

operations. We established a Joint

Intelligence Cater - just as General

Schwarzkopf had - for W our CJNCs. We

established the National MMtary Joint

Intelligence Center in the Pentagon. This

Center sems as a focal point for support to

the commands and to joint task forces by

acting as a national cie.aring house for

intelligence requests and by coordinating

support f&m the CIA, DIA, and NSA. We

established a Central Imagery OfXce to

coordinate the timely provision of imagery

products -- maps, target photos, intel photos

-- to the warfighters. We also established an

Ofllcc of Military Affairs Withhl the CIA to

correct a deficiency m national intelligence

availability identified by our commanders

duting the Gulf War. FinaUy,we eliminated

a shortfall m Human Xntel.ligcnce(~)

-- the

giving

DLA.

information gathered by people -- by

tasking authority for all HU?vfINT to

Ductrine and Training

We have made great tides in

developing, and training under, joint

domine. Foremost among our new

publications is Joint Wa&are of (he G’S

Armed Force~ Joiti War@re is Team

Wuglare. It seines as the focal point for

further f&hI-L OCEAN VENTURE 92

and TANDEM THRUST 92- conducted

Off the Carolina coast and in ~Oti and

the mid-Pacific respectively - saw thousands

of soldiers, saiIors, airmen and Marines

training together on joint wartime tasks.

CIcariy indicative of our new joint doctrine

andtmh.ing empWiSwas the Me of the

Joint Force Air Component Comman&r

(JFACC) concept m the Gulf War. The

JFACC oversaw and synchronized all air

component operations for General

$chwaxzkopf. This was a historic first. The

ovcmvhelming success of the concept was



dramatically apparent in the results obtained. WHAT WE’REDOINGNow

Dramatic
Infrastructure Changes

‘l%e drawdovm to the Base Force

requires a commensurate reduction in our

infrastructure, More than 170 activities have

been i&ntifkd by the Semites for

eli.rnhatio~ consolidation, or realignment.

For example, the commissary functions of all

Services have ken combined into a single

Defense Commissaq Agency. We have

assigned executive agents to oversee

common functions such as clean-up of

foxmer DOD-owned hazardous waste sites,

operation of common-user ocean terminal-s,

and support for rmdical materiel, mikuy

pstal service, and domestic disaster relief.

We have reduced and reorganized SeMce

staffs.

*,

W foun&tion for the cunent

assignment of Semite roles and functions --

the Key West Agreement -- was the product

of a meeting convened by the tit Secretary

of Defense, James Fomestal, to work out

disagreements among the Semites sparked

by the National Security Act of 1947. Many

argue that the agreement reached at Key

West is flaw~ that it- failed to resolve

redundancy and duplication among the

Semites. In fact, what was recognized in

1947, and has keen suppmled by Congress

ever since, is that there are advantages m

having complementary capabilities among

the Sewks. At the national mmmand level,

such flexibility provides additional options to

senior decision-mdwm m a crisis. At the

theater leveL CINCs can more efkctively

tailor a nditary response to any contiqymy+

regardless of location.

Despite the enduring wisdom of the

Key West Agreem@, we recognized the

need to miew the undedying division of

mponsib-. k addition to the man&te

of Goldwater-Nlckh, the dramatic chang~

we were designing for the W Forws

demanded such a review.

Beginning m the surnrner of 1992, a

comprehensive, “top-to-bottom” review of

roles and missions was undertaken. W

review, led by the Joint Staff, involved the

Se~ices and the CINCS at every step. Aeas

selected for examination were those in which
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two or more Services pexform similar tasks,

where restructuring might generate

significant cost savings, or where changes in

smtegy and force structure made a

comprehensive review appropriate. One of

the primary goals was the i&ntification and

elimination of unnecessary duplication of

effort between the Semites, nxognizing that

redundancy can be a good thing, especially m

an emergency -- and that emergencies are

less predictable today than at the height of

the Cold War.

The 1993 Repo~ on Roles, Missions,

and Functions thus examines the US Armed

Forces from a perspective entirely different

fioxn that of the 1989 report. It addresses

W of the difficult questions king asked

by Congress and tic kmican people about

their Armed Forces. In a numtcr of areas,

significant changes in the assignment of

roles , missions, and functions arc

recommended. IrI others, the current

division of labor makea the most sense. In

still others, further study is needed before

hid recommendations can be made. ‘h

issues addressed and the resulting

f15COlllflleIKktiOfISare hi@i.@@ bdOW and

in the table following this summary.

S[gniflcant Changes in the
Unified Command Plan

A detailedreview of roles, missions,

and functions nemsaril y involves a review

of the Unified Command Plan (UCP)

because * are assigned to CINCS, not

to SeAces, and the UCP is the document

that defines the CINCS’responsibilities. A

mentioned, US Suategic Command already

represents a major change to the UCP;

nonetheless, we recommend one more major

change and fi.uther review of another.

(1) A NewCiNCfot LJ$+ased Forces

During World War II, forces from all

Services were assigned to theater CINCS

who waged the war. We leamed it was the

best way to fight. The National Sectuiry Act

of 1947, and subsequent congressional

action m 1958, made this sucossfd

organization permanent. The Goldwater-

Nichols Act put the firMing touches to this

arrangement - ex~ for one major

contingent of troops, those assigned to unils

in CONUS. By 1992, this exception had

become all the more glaring because of the

changes in our strategy, in OUf forward

deployments, and in the stnxture of our

forces.

Whh troop stren@ overseas reduced,

our regionally-oriented strategy depends

more on forces based in CONUS -- forces

that must be trained to operate jointly as a

way of Ii&. Yet there is no CONUS-based

CINC charged with this mission.
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The lack of an appropriate joint

headquarters to oversee Service forces based

in CONUS has always been considered a

problem. The Joint Chiefs cf staff have tried

twice to fm it.

US Smike Command was activated in

1961 to provide unified control over

CONUS-based Army and Air Foru units.

Initially, Strike Command was given no

regional responsibilities, but was assigned

fictional responsibilities to provi& a

general reserve for reinforcement of other

tiled commands, to train assigned forces,

to develop joint doctrine, and to plan for and

execute contingency operations as ordered.

In attempting to M.fill its responsibilities as a

trainer and provider of forces, Strike

Command fkquently ailided with the

Services’ authority under Title X to organize,

train and equip forces.

In 1971, Strike Cornrnand W= replaced

by US Readiness Command. It W* given

fictional responsibility for training and

providing forces, with no g~Jgraphic area of

responsibility. Command

experienced scmM of the same SeMce

resistance as its pm&cessor m fuMUng its

assigned training resporlsibiIities

Over time, Readiness Command W~

given aod functional responsibilities,

including a r@rcrnent to plan for and

provide Joint Task Force headquarters and

forces for contingency operations m areas

not assigned to overseas CINCS. One of the

Joint Task Force headquarters -- the Rapid

Deployment J&nt Task Force (RDJTF) --

eventually grew into a new combatant

Comman4 us Central Command

(CENTCOM), Readiness Command wm

subsequently disestablished as a result of a

combination of factors, not least of which

was the fact that our strategy depended more

on fotward deployment and basing to contain

Soviet expansion than on CONUS-based

forces.

Today our strategy has changed, and

we have reached a level of joint maturity that

makes it possible to address once more tie

need for unified command over CONUS-

based forces. Unified command would

faditate the training, preparation, and rapid

response of CONUS-based forces currently

under the -y’s Forces Comman4 the

Navy’s Atlantic Fleet, the Air Force’s Air

Combat Comman~ and the Marine Corps’

Marine Forces Atlantic. TIM time has come

to merge these forces under a single CINC

whose principal purpose will be to ensure

their joint training and jornt readiness. Umits

that & already accustomed to operating

joind:. will tc easier to deploy. overseas

CINCs will be able to focus more on rn-

theater operations and less on deployment

and readiness concerns.

?his CINC could also be assigned

certain other functional rwqxmbilities,

including

0 Undertaking principal responsibility for

support to

operations

United Nations ~acekeeping

and training units for that



puzpose.

0 Assisting with the response to natural

disasters m the United States and other

requirements for rrdimry support to civil

authorities, when requested by State

Governors and as directed by the

President.

Q Improving joint tactics, techniques, and

procedures.

0 Recommending and testing jo~t

doctrine.

After exarnining seved approaches to

setting up the required joint headquarters,

we found US Atlantic Command

(USL4.NTCOM) pticukdy Wd suited to

assume this new mission

Q

o
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It is an existing CONUS-based joint

headquarters.

It already has a working relationship with

the four commands that would become

its permanent cornpments.

Its Cold War rnissi~ to

Atlantic sea lanes and.
offensive naval operations

defad the

undertake

against the

Soviet Uni~ has fudmntdy

changed. While condnuing to perform a

vital NATO rnissim it has the ~wti

to uridcrlake this additional msp@ib@

m keeping with the revised military

strategy.

Its geographic area of responsibi@,

although large, presents

w@Mirlg challenge

only a modest

given the

disap@ar2nce of the Soviet threaf.

Q It can continue to perform its vital

NATO missiort.

Under this amngement, the present

command in Norfolk, Virginia would shift

from its predominately maritime orientation

to a mom balanced combatant command

headquarters. We would probably rename

the command so as to reflect more

accurately its new focus. Its CINC would

become a nominative position, which could

be filled by any Service. The Army’s Forces

Command would no longer require

“spdied” status as a s~ze-se~ice

command reporting directly to the President

and Secretary of Defense. WMt this change,

the term “specified” would be retired, and all

forca wouid &long to a joint team. While

the Sewices would retain their Thle X

msponsib~, the training and deploying of

CONUS-based forces as a joint team would

be a new mission for this expanded CINC.

Utication of the Armed Forces, which

began in 1947, wotdd at last be complete.

@ PosslbhConwllddon of
Space and Sfrafeglc Commands

‘TIIe United States has developed a

~bu~, higltly ~dk, and complex

fiarnework for the launch and control of

space vehicles and systems. Although the

majority of space functions today reside

within the Air Force, all the Semites, plus

US Space Command and several Defense

Agenciti and O~titiOns, are involved m
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space activities.

The Commander in Chief of US Space

Command (CINCSPACE), headquartered m

Colorado Springs, Colorado, is assipcd
combatant command of US forces providing

waning and assessment of a bomber or

missile attack orI the United States. In

addition, CINCSPACE suppcms other

CINCS by ensuring that space operations and

warning requirements are supported.

CINCSPACE is also Commander of

the North American Aerospace Defense

Command (NOIL4D), the US-Canadian

command that provides air defense of the

North American continent. CINCSPACE

carries out his mission through three service

component cornrnands: Air Forcx Space

Command at Petersen Air Force Base,

Colorado Springs, Colorado; Naval Space

Command at Dahlgren+ Vi and A.unY

space Comrnand at Colorado SpMgs,

Colorado.

Even with the end of the Cold War,

or- national security deptds on a robust

v we capability. But we can no longer

Aord to allow multiple organizations to be

involved in similar, independent, or

duplicative space roles and fictions.

A nu.ribx of improvements are

undcmvay to stmmline our space

organization and systems and elirnhaw

unnecessary overiap. Organiztiotiy, tie

Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed m 1991 to “dud

hat” CllWSPACE as Comman&r, Air Force

Space Cornmahd. ‘Thisled to a reduction m

pCrSOMC}and support costs. But these

changes don’t go far enough; it is time for an

even bolder change to be examined.

The proposal we are evaluating would

resign the space mission to the Commander

m Chief of US Strategic Command

(CINCSTMT) and eliminam US Space

Commaiid

Under this proposal, after appropriate

consultation with the Canadians, the

c onmander of AFSPACECOM would

assume command of NORAD m Colorado

springs. AFSPACECOM would dSO

oprate all space systems under

clNcsTRA”rs Cornrnand.small Armyand
Navy components would be assigned to

CINCSTRAT to ensure spm systems

suppon for all Services’ needs. All Semites

would also be represented m appropriate

planning and requirements offixs. Ile Air

For= would IMresponsible for development

of future mililq space systems. These

actions would ensure Semiu-unique

requirements for and uses of space are

properly represente~ and that services and

CINCs have trained persomel with the

knowledge to exploit capability of space

systems.

Other changes envisioned would

include designating the Air Force as the lead

Sewice to coordinae with NASA regarding

LANDSAT remote emth sensing operations,

and consolidating DOD’s functions at NASA

into a single organization under Air Force

.,.
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Space Command To Saealrlhe military

satellite communications operations, all

operational responsibilities for the Defense

Satellite Communications System would

transfer from the Defense Information

Systems Agency to the Air Force

Responsibilities for the Navy’s Fleet Satellite

Communications system would also transfer

to the h Force. Both SyStCI1’LSwould

remain under the combatant command of

CINCSTRAT.

Under this proposed arrangement,

requirements for space systems would

continue to & drnittd by the CINCs,

Semites, or agencies to the Joint

Requirements Oversight Council for

validation. Day-to-day requirements for

operational space system support would be

submitted to CINCSTIU4T.

Such a consolidation would conserve

scarce resources and ehinate a substamial

num~r of positions. It is envisioned that

ti would _Ve Wari@irlg SUppOfiti

space, allowing an increase m operational

effkdvmess *~? and rnteroperabii+
while ‘mamtakhg joint Setice expertise and

joint operational focus.

More analysis is needed before we

assign the space mission to STRATCOM.

Tllisatudysis will bedonernthe rwarfuture.

‘ A Change in
Depot Maintenance

Another change of significant

proportions that does not involve the UCP is

the proposal to consolidate all depot-level

maintenance under a new joint command.

Over the years, all four Setices

established their own depot maintenance

S)%tCmSto f)ClfOMlcorqkx mCCh3niCdand

electronic work that includes overhauls,

component rebuilds, and other operations

beyond tic technical abd.ity of maintenance

units in the field. These four Service

maintenance networks, each independent of

other Scxvices’ capabilities and sized to

support a global war, can be reduced and

restructured to redu= excess capacity and

eliminate no-longer-needed facihties. A

study group chartered by the Chairman of

the Joint CM& of S@ has recommended

closure of seven or eight of the milkary

depots in order to reduce exms capacity.

Swings of $400 million to $600 million ~r

year are achievable when all these depots are

C:oscd The group also recommended

establishment of a Joint Depot Maintenance

c omrnand to OVC1’SCCand administer d

dept-level maintenance. mlis

rccommdation is still under review m the

Department of Defknse; meanwhile, the

Services have been directed to i&ntify and

recommend depot closures and

consolidations prior to the next deliberations

of the Base Re_nt and ~OSUrC

Corntnissiom
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A look at America’s Air Power

1%~claim that America has “Four Air

Forces,” irnpiying it has three more than it

needs, makes a wonderful sound bite but

distorts the facts. In fact, America has only

one Air Force, the United States Air Force,

whose role is prompt and sustained offensive

and defensive ti operations. The other

Scmiccs have aviation arms essential to their

specific roles and fictions but which aLso

work jointly to project America’s air power.

It would make no more sense to assign

all aircraft to the Air Force, as some would

suggest, than it would to assign all iterns of

any other militarily usefd tech.dogy --

radios or mucks, for example - to a single

Service. The airplane and helicopter

capabilities of the Army, Navy, Air Force,

and Marine Colps are unique,

complementary, and necessaty, Together

they constitute “America’s Air Power,” an

indispensable ingredient m any situation

where Anerica.u lives are at risk That sai~

it was recogn ml that the acquisition plan

for major aviation programs would require

more resources than might be available.

Many issues associated with air power roles,

missions, and functions were therefore

exarnine~ and a number of opportunities

were identified to make the structure and

systems that support and sustain America’s

Air Power more effkient. For example:

Con#henkd Alr De fertse

Significant savings m manpower

operating costs can be achieved

ehnimting or sharply reducing the 12

and

b
Air

Nationai Guard interceptor squadrons

dedicated solely to this mission. General

PVse ad training forces from the Active

and Reserve components of the Air Force,

Navy, and Marine Corps can absorb this

post-Cold War missio~ perhaps m its

entirety,

7heutef Air Inttxdlction

Operations deep behind enemy lines are

essential to any militwy campaign. The

contributions of both bombers and attack

aircraft should be considered when the total

number of aircraft required for theater air

interdiction is determined

CloseAir Support

‘The Key West Agreement has always

been interpreted as limiting this support to

fld-wing *. But tlds essential

battlefield task can and should be performed

routinely by attack helicopters as well.

Sewice fictions are being realigned to

reflect this expanded detion To ensure

uniformity of execution by all Services that

request and provide fixed- and rotary-wing

close air support, standardized joint

procedures are being developed.
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MadneCOPSTacticalAlt

US Marines train and fight as a
combined arms air-ground team, supported

by organic aircraft that can operate from

carrier decks and austere expeditionary sitti

ashore. Despite calls by some for its

elirninatio~ Marine Corps tactical air is a

unique capability, essential to our militiuy

strategy. The number of aircraft types m the

Marine Corps invento~ will be reduced from

nine to four, and Marine Corps squadrons

will deploy mose frequently aboard aircrafi

carriers.

Fllghf TM@

To take advantage of tie axnrnonality

of purpose and training programs among the

Services for the primary phase of flight

training, all Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps

and Coast Guard flight students will begin

training using a common l%ed-wing training
aircraftunder jornt development. Following

* fi@ -g, student @OtS T@ &

selected for advsne.d training m one of four

specif5c follow-on specialties or “tracks”:

Navy Fighter/Att~ Air Force

Fighter/Bomber, Navy and Air Force

Tanker/lhnspor@4aritime Patrol, or

Helicopter.

Tanker/Ranspo@Witime Patrol

training consolidation is expected to begin in

1994, when the Navy plans to introduce

advamxd maritime training at Reese Air

Force Base$ Texas. A study will &terrnine if

it is cost+ ffkctive to move Navy,

Marine Cokps, and Coast Guard helicopter

training -- curmndy conducted at PensacolA

Florida -- to Fort Rucker, AlabarmL where

Amy and Air Force training is conducted.

A/cfti R@c@emenb and
l~vO~tory Management

EachService uses a different formula

to detemine how many aircraft it needs to

buy, and different NIes to account for

aircraft once they’re in the inventory. To

ensure procurement and maintenance funds

are not spent on unnecessary aircraft,

standardize-d terminology and procedures

will be developed to govern aircraft

-~n~ ~d invento~ management,

Common AhcratY

~e 1993 review of roles, missions,

and functions included a careful examination

of aimraft common to more than one

Semite, looking for ways to do business

more efkxivcly or efficiently while

~se.ming each &rVidS abdky to perform

- Wons. The resulting

recommendations are mmmarhd below:

o consolidate the two types of airplanes

used for ~d and coti

of strategic forw-s. E&nimte the Air

Force EC-135 program. Use funds

planned for EC- 135 upgrade to pay for

transition to the Navy’s E-6A, and assign

the function to the Navy.
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Continue to give each Service

responsibility for its own ~

~. Use standard equipment to

support interopa-ability while

implementing joint docmine to enhance

mining and operational effectiveness,

Improve management of @erativ~

and reduce their

numbers to only those required.

Retain ~coot
.

~in the Army

and the Marine Corps. Consolidate

aircrew and maintenance training wke

practicable. The &my and Marine

Corps pursue developing and procuring

common airframes to fuMil future

requirements.

Consolidate maintenance training,

simulator training and maintenance

infrastructure for s-

~. Study the &Ability of

consolidating overlapping service

support fictions within certain

geographic regions.

Retain C-130 t~

130-

structures as currently con.@red.

Review showed that consolidating these

heavily-tasked aircraft under one Service

would riot be cost-effective, would

degrade efficiency, and would grcady

complicate their management and

support.

Retain and modemize the aircraft

currently used by the Navy, Marine

c1

Corps and’Air Force to jam enemy radar

systems. The Navy/Marine EA-6B and

the Air Force EF-111 airframes are

optimized for the “from the sea” and

“globaJ reach” roles assigned to their

respective Services. Both derive

sig,ni!hnt economies of scdc horn the

fact that they share parts, support, and

training procedures with the large fleets

of A-t% and F-111s managed by the

Navy and Air Force. Consolidating

~ito one airframe would

degrade efftiveness and require

purchase of additional aircraft.

Retain cment types of ~ectroti~
.

- m the Navy and the

Air Force. Existing quantities of Navy

EP-3Es and Air Force RC- 135s are

bandy sufficient to handle peacetime

requirements for gathering electronic

intell.igacc. Hirnh@n“ g either type or

repkcing one with the other would be

costly and would contribute nothing to

etieness. Support structures aheady

m place for the large fleets of Navy P-3s

and Air Force KC-135S make the

operation and maintenance of 12 EP-3Es

and 14 RC-135S a small fbction of

overall costs
,,
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A Look d Other Key Questions

Fowwd Presence

Foward presence is the totaLity of LJS

insmurnents of pwer and irlfhlell=

employed overseas. Forward stationing is

one element of forward presence and is a key

underpinning of us diplomacy. 1!

contributes to conflict prevention and lends

credibility to alliances. As the global security

environment changes, additional reductions

m forward stationed forces may be

appropriate. However, as forward stationing

decre-s, other forward presence operations

will increase m importance. A new concept

is being developed which envisions using

geographically and mission tailored joint

forces to conduct forward presence

operations. These “Adaptive Joint Force

Packages” could contain a mix of air, Iana

special operations, space, and maridme

forces tailored to meet the supported CINCS

-menu, potentially at a lower cost than

today’s deployments.

Contingency und fxpedltfonafy
P’ofcee

With its emphasis on rapid response to

regional *, the National Mili@y

Strategy ’places a pnium on the

eqxditionary capabilities of the Marine

Corps and the contingency capabilities of

Army airborne and light infantry forces.

Bath *S of forces should be retaine~

however, the review of requirements k

continuou~ and may in the future include the

possibility of further reductions m the Army’s

light infamy forces,

Tunk$ and IWRS fur the Marine Corp$

T& Marine Corps is structured t~

integrate armor and artiIlery units into its

maneuver elements. Severing armor from

the organic structure of the Marines would

markedly reduce unit cohesion and

warfighting capability and produce negligible

costs savings. The Marine Corps must retain

enough tank battalions to support

amphibious opmtions and outfit three

Maritime Repositioning Squadrons. Any

requirement for additional tank support ~

be provided by Auny armored units. There

do appear to be advantages m making the

Army responsible for all MLRS (MuJtip]e

Launch Rocket System) support; however,

taking away the Marine Corps’ organic

general support artillery and having the

Army take on the additional function of

supporting the Mark= is a major step that

requires indepth cost and effkctiwxx

analysis before impIemmtation can h

considered. We will ~rfonn that indepth

analysis in the near future.

-or AI’ Dufmsa

All four Semites currently operate

theater air defense systems. Study showed

there would be substantial

and personnel disruption

transferring these systems

near-term costs

associated with

and associated

...



functions between Setices. No long-term

savings were identified. A comprehensive

review of theater air &fense is needed to

insure the planned mix and quantities of &

and missile defense systems are appropriate.

The Joint Staff will head a Joint Mission

ha Analysis to review theater air defense

requirements, capabilities, and deficiencies.

The results of this analysis will determine if

tier refinements to Service roles and

functions are appropriate.

Trulnlng, and l’6s#unci
~valuuflo~ S~cti~@s

The extensive array of training and test

and evaluation facilities built for

World War II and maintained throughout the

Cold War Ctl!l be restructured m keeping

with the changed world. An integrated test

and evaluation range structure will be

developed under the management of an

executive agent as paxt of the effort to lower

costs and increase eff’venes. As an

example, integration and ektronic linking of

Ae many Service training and ‘esting ranges

in six western states and off ‘k California

coast would provide a IaI@ airspace, sea

area and ofihom supersonic operating

domain to accommodate a large portion of

our joint training, test and evaluation needs

well into the next ecrlnlry.

ConMrucfion Enghwws

Each Sewice has its own construction

engineering capability, sized and stmctu.red

over the years to suppom combar forces m a

global war and maintain a worldwide array

of bases and facilities, In view of the smaller

requirements of our new m.ilimy strategy,

the Semites are reducing their engineer

stmctures -- the Afrny by 34 percent, the Air

Force by 39, the Marine Corps by 20, and

the Navy by 11 prmnt. ‘Thepossibility of

having one Semite provide all wartime

construction units was evaluared; however,

such a consolidation was rejected because of

the uniquely tailored support each Sawice’s

construction engineers provide to its

operational units.

OpercdlnQ Tempo

“OP’I’EMPO”is a term describing the

pace of operations and training. OPTEMPO

detelmlne“ s the rate at which funds are spent

fiorn the Operations and Maintenanw

(O&M) accounts to buy the fue~ repair

parts, and suppli= consumed during normal

operations. when we examined whether

additional 04LM savings couid be achieved

through prudent reductions in OFI’EMPO,

we came to several conclusions. First,

increased use of simulation helps train

commanders and leaders in operational Art

and tactics, and weapons crews in

engagement techniques. But the requirement

to be ready to go on an instant’s notice still

&mands thatpeople be trained in the fielcL
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at sea, and m the air cm theix weapons and

support systems. Second, new forward

presence concepts wiil reduce some

OFTEMPO rates during routine peacetime

operations. However, reduced overseas

basing and increased emphasis on resou.rce-

intcnsive operations like peacekeeping and

humanitarian assistance may mean an actual

increase in 0~. Finally, for a smaller

force, increasingly based in CONUS, keeping

units tidy trained is the only certain way to

ensure they are ready to respond as part of a

winning team when tailed

Initiul Sklll$ Tralnlng

Cument training establishmetm reflect

Cold War training requirements -- they are

big, expensive, and overktpping. While some

training has already been ccmsolida@ more

training installations and facilitk m

probably be closed or consolidated to reduce

costs. Toward that end, and as part of the

continuous process of internal review and

self-appraisa the SeMces, with Joint Staff

support, are conducting a comprehensive

scrub of all military skills trsining.

Chapkdn andLegalCop

ChapMrLSml judge advocat= are

X-OffiC-CH, subject to the performance

standards, regulations, policies, and

particular customs of their parent Semites.

Consolidating all chaplains and lawyers

under a single SeMce, which some have

suggested, would result m insigni&artt cost

savings add have a negative effect cm the

quality of pastoral care and legal support

provided to the men and women of the

Armed Forces and their fties.

Consolidation is therefore not recommen&d.

infell!gence

Despite steps taken to implement

kssom learned m DESERT STORM and

centralize management functions, the

existing intelligence structure stiil largely

reflects its Cold War origins. The Defense

Intelligence Agency is assessing avaib.ble

intelligence resources with a view toward

creating intelligence support units to provide

Joint Task Force Commanders a fully

operadonal intelligence support organization.

DIA is also nearing completion of a study

mat is ~ additional consolidation of

some Servke-ievel rnteiligence production

responsibilities.

FOfce ~ctufe

As part of a continuing review, the

Department of Defhse will continue to

work with Congress to determine the proper

Active and Resexve force mix. As additiond

ways are sought to consolidate fimctions and

reduce defense spending, a study of National

Guard and Reserve headquarters and staffs

should be conducted to identify duplication

that may be unnecessary.



THE MAIN POINT

As us national se!curity nds have

chamged, so has the US militay. The

recomrncndarions m this report advocate the

need to continue to reshape our rnilhy to

address the challenges of the future, whik

recognizing that it must be done intelligently,

prudently, and responsibly.

With the guiding premise of doing

what’s right for Amcric~ the tough issues

facing the Army, Navy, Air Force, and

Marine COTS have been addressed head-on.

These thorough, titi and frequently

challenging appraisals have yielded concrete

results. The 1993 Report on the Roles,

Missions, and Functions of the Armed

Forces of the United States outlines new

approaches to how the Services intend to do

business. The report represents a cl=

expression of our comrnilrnent to change.

But above all, it dmxments the Anneal

Forces’ h recognition that the maiu

Pwse of =- ro~=l ~sio~$ ~
functions is to protect Americ&

/
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Table of Recommend’dions

ISSUE ENDATICW

Would a joint Headquarters for US CON.JS-based forces of

Based ForceS improve the joint FORSCOM, LANTFLT, ACC, and

training, preparation, and rapid MARFORLANT should be

response of CONUS-based forces? combined into one joint command.

LANTCOM will be responsible for:

joint training, force packaging, and

facilitating deployments during

crises; supporting UN peacekeeping

operations; and providing assistance
durimr natural disasters.

Can efflciericiti be achieved by A review will be conducted to

assigning the Space mission to determine if the space mission

USSTR4TCOM? should be assigned to STRATCOM,

and if USSPACECOM should be

eliminated

I Shodd =eS&vi&’ De~~ Consider establishing a Joint Depot
.

tenance facilities,which Maintenance C ornmand to reduce

perform major maintenance on and restmcture depot-level

equipmen~ be restmctured or rnahtenance by 25-50$Z0. Examine

reduced? closing 7 Or 8 of the 30 military

depots which could achieve savings

of $4(K)M to $60UM per year after

these depots are closecL Services
,

recommend depot closures and

consolidations to the Base

Realignment and Closure

Commission.

mii



ENDATIO~

Does America need four semrate air kerica has only one air force, the

forces; one each in the Army, Navy, United States Air Force. The tiy,

Air Force, and Marine Corps? Navy, and Marine Corps each have

aviation arms essential to their

assigned warfighting roles. Each air

am provides unique but

complementary capabilities. They

work jointly to project America’s Air

Power.

Continental Air DefeE&, protecting Eliminate or sharply reduce the force

the US from enemy air attack is dedicated to this missiom Assign to

now performed by 12 Air National existing Air Force, Navy, and

Guard interceptor squadrons Marine Cows general purpose and

dedicated solely to this mission. Is training squadrons.

this dedicated force sti necessary?

Theater Air Interdiction (TAI), the Sufficient numbers of kind- and sea-

destruction of enemy forces deep based lmrnbers and attack aircraft

behind their lines, is currently done need to be fonvarddeployed or

by attack aircrti and bombers. Is rapidly deployable to provide quick

there an optimum mix of bombers response to shofi-notice crises.

and attack a “cr@ with which to Strategic bombers, previously

carry out tli+ mission? dedicated to CoId War nuclear

missions, are now availabIe to

support TAL Therefore, in the

determination of totaI M

I reqpked for TN it is necessary to
consider the contributions of both
bombers and attack aircraft.

...Xxlu



UE ECOMP&J$lD4T10N

Close Air StlDD@ (CAS)is the use Include attack helicopters as CAS

of aircraft to directly support ground assets and realign and clarify

troops engaged in combat with the fimctions and doctrine to include

enemy. What types of aircraft CAS as a primary mission area for

should be included in the CAS all Semites.

mission?

.

Should ~arine Corm Tactical Air Marine Corps tactical aircraft are an

wings be reduced or eliminated? integral part of the Marine air-

ground team and should not be

eliminated. Marine Corps aircraft

will be reduced from nine to four
aircraft types and deploy more

freuuentiy aboard aircraft carriers.

Fixed-wing Flifit Training is now Consolidate Navy, Marine Corps,

conducted by both the Navy and the Air Force, and Coast Guard initial

Air Force; helicopter training is fixed-wing training, and transition

conducted by both the Army and such training to a common primary

Navy. Could tight training be training a.kcr#L Consolidate

consolidated? follow-on flight training into four

Wg pipelines. (Navy Fighter/

Attaclq Air Force Fighter/Bomber,

Navy and Air Force Tanker/

lYanspOr@faridme Patrol, or

Helicopter). Determine if it saves

money to move Navy, Marine

, Corps, and Coast Guard helicopter

training from Pensacola, ~orida to

Fort Rucker, AJabam&
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TIO~

The Services have different ways of Aircraft inventory terminology

calculating Aircraft Reuuiremen@ should be standardize 1. Common
and Inventmv Mana~emen~ Should deftitiom among Services for all
this rnethodology be standardized? categories of aircraft wiII assure

consistent rationale for requirements
and ensure procurement and
maintenance funds are only spent on
necessary aircraft. This
standardized approach will provide
consistency in the number of
airframes nrocmxi

Should the Navy and the Air Force Consolidate the Navy and Air Force
use a common airframe for Airborne aircraft and functions into the Navy’s

Command and Control of strategic E-6A program The Air Force

forces’? EC-135 program will be eliminated

and cancellation of its planned

upgrades will fund transition into the

E-6A

~ho~d *e ~ All four Services retain

I@QLE (CSAR) mission belong to responsibility for CS 4R operations.
only one Setice? CSARforces WiUbe equipped to

operate individually or together
employing standardized joint
doctrine, tactics, techniques, and
procedures.
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Should the Ope rational Swmort OSAaircraftarein excess of

Aircraft (OSA)fleet be reduced and wartime needs and should be
should management for all Services reduced. TEWWCOM will develop
be consolidated to improve the capability to coordinate and
el%ciency? schedule intratheater airlift

Should the Army and Marine Corps Army and Marine Corps continue to
both operate Attack Helicoote~? operate attack helicopters.

Consolidate some aircrew
maintenance and training. Develop
and procure common tiames to
fulfill future requirements.

Should some of the General SUDDOII Consolidate maintenance training,
Helicopter operations be simulator baking, and maintenance
consolidated? infrastructure. Study consolidation

of overlapping Service support
functions within certain geographic
areas.

Should C- 130 OpeGMiOnS, Consolidating C-13(IS under one
managernen~ and support be Semite would decrease operational
consolidated under one Service? effectiveness, complicate

management and supporL and would
not save money.
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JSSUE ECO-DATiO~

Do the Navy, Air Force, and Marine The shdar butspecialized
Corps all need to operate Jamrner capabilititx of all Navy/Marine
Aircr@? Corps EA-6B and Air ForceEF-111

aircraft give military commanders
options in combat to reduce aircraft
attrition. Both aircraft should be
retained and upgraded.
Consolidating into one &flame
wm.ld reduce effectiveness and
require additional aircm.ft
procurement

Should the Navy EP-3E and h Navy EP-3E and Air Force RC-135
Force RC-135 ~hxtroniq aircraft are fully committed and
Slllweillance Aircr@ both be should be retainecL Infrastructure is
retained? already in place to support the Navy

P-3 and Air Force KC-135 fleets, of
which the EP-3E and RC-135 are a
Smau part

As an element of ~onvard Prese~c et Fonvard stationing is a key
should fonvard stationing of US underpinning of US diplomacy. 1?
‘orces be further reduced? contributes to conflict prevention

and lends credibility to alliances. M
the global security environment
changes, additional reduction in
fonvard stationed forces maybe
appropriate. However, as fonvard6
stationing decreases, fonvard
presence operations will increase in
importance. Condnue to develop the
concept of Adaptive Joint Force
Packages.
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‘ISSUE

Is it necessary to retain Continwmcy The capabilities of the contingency
and Extxxiitioft aw Forces in both the and expeditionary forces in the
Amy and Marine Corps? Amy and Marine Corps provide

decision makers with valuable
alternatives and should be retained.
The possibility of further decreases
in the Army’s light infantry will be
studied as force structure is reduced.

Should the Army provide Tanks and Marine Corps will retain enough
MLRs to the Marine Corps? tank battalions to support

amphibious operations tmd to outilt
three Maritime Propositioning
Squadrons. The Army will provide
any additional tank support required.
There appears to be advantages in
having the Army provide MLRS
suppoti for Marine Corps
operations, however, an in-depth
cost and operational effectiveness
analysis is required before
implementing this recommendation.

Should The-ate hrr “ Defensq (TAD) A review of I%eater Air Defense is
responsibilitim and systems be n~ded to ensure we have the
consolidated into one Semite? appropriate mix and quantities of air

and missile defense systems. The
Joint StafYwill head a Joint Mission
Area Analysis to comprehensive~y
review TAD requirements,
capabilities, and deficiencies.

...
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TIO~

Should consolidations and Designate m Executive Agent to

reductions be made to the Services’ streamline test and evaluation

Training, and Tes~ and Evaluation infrastructure. Using advanced data

I.nfias~cture in order to focus processing, electronically link test

investment to improve selected and evaluation, and training ranges,

facilities and cut cost? in broad geographic areas such as

the Southwest US, to enhance joint

testing needs and support joint

main.irw requirements.

Should Construction Erwineen be Consolidation of individual Service
consolidated in one service? engineer units is not recommended

because it would not save money
and would provide no advantages.
Reductions already underway
decrease constmction engineers in
the -y by 34%, Air Force by
3970, Marines by 20%,andNavyby

Should Opera tirw Tem~ OPTEMIW cannot be reduced. The

(OFTEMPO)bereduced as a result amount of warning time availabIe
of the changes in the world security before committing forces to combat

environment’? is genetiy sfnal.k therefore, the
need for a high state of readiness is

increased k additio~ as forward

stationing is reduce~ forward

deployments become more important
in S1.lppofig US foreign pol.ky.
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ISSUE

Should the Services’ h-dial SkiIIS Some training is already being
Training be consolidated since the consolidated. Semites are

force structure is declining? conducting a comprehensive review

of all rrlilitary initial Sl!dls training to

identify additional areas for

consolidation

IShould the Semites’ Chap lain and Do not consolidate the Chaplain and
Legal CorDSbe consolidated? Legal Corps. No savings are I

Should Intelligence organizations be Further consolidation of intelligence

further reduced? production centers under a joint

intelligence organization might

reduce infrastructure and overhead.

A nearly-complete IXA study will

offer sevefal options for additional

consolidations.

Does the current and programmed Evaluate the RAND AC/RC study.

Ac
.

e Co DOn nt and Res rv~ As part of the ongoing review,

=(A:RO * :@t tie de~~e he Prop’= =tive ~d
defe~ requirements for the 1990s? reserve force mix. A study of .

National Guard and Rese~e

headquarters and staffs should be

● / . conducted to iden@ any

unnecessaxv dtmlication.
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Chapter J ‘

THE CHANGING STRATEGIC LANDSCAPE

ABOUTTHIS REPORT

As amended by the Golciwatcr-Nichols

Department of Defense (DOD)

Reorganization Act of 1986, Thle X, United

States Code requires the Chairman of the

Joint Chiefs of Staff to submit a report not

less than once every three years,

recommending such changes m the

assignment of functions (or roles and

missions) as the Chirman considers

necessary to achieve maximum effectiveness

of the Anneal Forces. The law specifies that

m preparing such a report, the Chaiman

shall consider changes in the nature of the

threats faced by the United States,

umwcessary duplication of effort among the

Anneal Forces, and changes m technology

that can be appw effectively to warfare.

Since the report responds to a DOD-

oriented act, unlesr noted otherwise this

report does not address roles and missions of

the Coast Guard, which by law is a mihy

seMce and a branch of the armed forces at

all times. J

This is the second such report

submitted under provisions of the

Goldwater-Nichols Act. More than just a

report produced once every three years to

satis~ a Congressional mandate, it is a status

report on a _ -- a process of internal

review and self-apprakd that goes on in the

Armed Forces every day, Our most recent

objective m this process has been to

transition from a smategy and a force

designed for global war to a regionaily-

oricnted strategy and a force capable of

responding decisively anytime and anywhere

US interests are thretiencd.

It will be clear from this report that the

militay is mindfid of a changing world,

aware the American people want their

&fense investment managed wisely, and

committed to change that ensures our Armed

Forces remain second to none.

“ROLESANDMISSIONS’
*,W ANDFUNmONS

‘h tams “roles and missions” and

“functions” are often used almost

interchangeably, even inside the 3efense

Department. But the distinctions between

them are important, particularly m the

context of this report.

For the 6rst century-and-a-half of our

nation’s history, roles and missions were

easy. The Army’s role, and its mission, was

fighting on land. The Navy’s and Marine

Co@ role, and their missio~ was fighting

on and from water. It was that simple.
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Roles and missions began to get

complicated when the Sewices discovered

the mditary usefi.dness of air power. By the

start of World War II, carrier-based aviation

was a well-ediished branch of the Navy,

and the Army Air Corps had so grown in size

and stature that its iidl independence was

largely a matter of time.

When we entered World Wiu II, we

agreed with our British allies to divide the

globe into theaters, each containing both

land and water. The Pacific was a US

strategic responsibility, the Indian Ocean and

Middle East a United Kingdom (UK)

strategic responsibility, and the Atlantic and

European Theater a combined US-UK

strategic responsibility. “fhcater commanders

were appointed by the nation responsible for

the theater and were generally tim the

Service providing the preponderance of

forces. In our &st exercise m giobal rditary

operations, therefore, the Navy was put in

charge of the Paci.fIc* the Army got

the European x, and air forces of both

Semites performed an air warfare d in all

theaters. Directives to Admiral Niitz m the

Pacifxc were transmitted bythc chief of

Naval Operations on W of the US Joint

Chiefi of Staff (JCS), and directives to

GencraI =nhower m Europe were

transmitted by the Chief of Staff of the Army

on behalf of the US and UK Combined

chiefs of staff.

After WoHd War II, the Joint Chiefs of

Stti were esa.blished as a permanent, formal

body, with a joint sti, the Air Force was

established as a separate Service; the

Department of Ikfense was created; and the

Armed Forces were unified by the National

Security Act of 1947. The Commanders m

chief (CINCS) retained their Service

identities, and the Chief of Naval Operations

and Chief of St@ of the Army, respectively,

continued to act as executive agents for the

Pacific and European theaters.

In 1958, however, the Secretary of

Defense was given direction authority over

the CINCs. Semites retained their ~, as

established by law, but * were

assigned, on a geographical or fiuwtiorud

basis, to the CINCS.

In 1987, the distinctions between roles

and missions were further modified when

Congress establM@ in Iaw, a new

combatant comman d the US Special

operations Command (USSOCOM)} and

gave it a role.

Today, ROLES :cthe broad and

enduring purposes for wnich the Sewices,

and USSOCOM, were established by

Congress in law. In broadest terms, the role

of the Semites today is to organize, rein,

and equip forces, the ~ for prompt and

sustained combat incident to operations on

lan~ the ~a~ for prompt and sustained

combat incident to operations on and from

the se% the ti~ for prompt

sustained off’ve and defensive

and

air
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operatio~; the - cm for semice

with the fleet in the seizure or defense of

advanced naval bases, and the conduct of

such land oprations as may be essential to

the prosecution of a naval campai~ and

Special OperationS Command for special

operations activities or missions.

MISSIONS me the tasks assigned ~

the President or Secretary of Defense to the

CTNCS of combatant comrnands. The

responsibdities of the combatant CllWs are

spelled out m the Lhified Command Pl~ a

document prepared by the Joint (W&,

reviewed by the JCS and the Secretary of

Defense, and approved by the President.

One other term is used, and often

confused, m discussions of roles and

missions: FUNCTIONSare specific

rqxmsibilities assigned by the President and

Secretary of Defense to enable the Services

to fulfii their legally established roles,

In sinqie term, them the p-
fun!ab of the Setices, and special

operations COmmand is to provide forces -

each orgm mined, and equipped to

pexform a * - to be empIoyed by the

CiNC of a combatant command m the

accomplishment of a x. The terms

-, *,and~areused inthis

sense throughout this document.

THE fUAIUREOFTHREATSFACING
THE UNITEDSTATES

l%ree years ago, when the 1ss! “roles

and missions” report was prepared, the

Berlin Wall still stood. American strategic

bombers, rnissiks, and submarines were on

constant alert, successfully deterring the

Soviet Union tim conducting a surprise

nuclear attack against the United States.

Conventional US forces -- two full Army

corps, and eight Air Force tacticaJ fighter

wings -- stood with their NATO allies aIorig

the forrified twrder that divided Europe.

Two numbered fleets patrokd the seas, and

additional forces m the United States were

prepared to rapidly deploy in response to any

aggression by the Warsaw Pact.

Today the Cold War is over. The

Warsaw Pac2is dissolved, The Soviet Union

has ceased to exist. NUCk= and

conventional arms control agreements have

been concluded hire classes of nucka.r

weapons are being &rnina@ and thousands

of tanks, armored combat vdlidCS, and

artille~ pieces are being destroyed on both

sides of the former Iron @%zirt.

Ongoing adjustments to our milimry

posture reflect the enormous strategic

changes of the past years. The overall size

of our forws is being significantly reduced --

forces stationed m Europe are king cut m

hai.f. Strategic nuclear forces are being

extensively reorgm and the nuckar

roles, missions, and functions of the Servic=
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and CINCS are being dramatically ahered.

All these changes are possible only because

the prospect of a major East-West conflict,

which drove our defense programs for more

than @ years, has disappeared.

But elimination of the threat of global

conflict ha not meant an end to conflict, nor

an end to the risks facing American citizens

and interests around the world, nor an end to

the ncd for ready milhary forces. The Cold

War has given way to a new era of

urwrtainty and unrest,

Since the last report on roles, missions,

and functions, American troops have been

committed to armed conflict in Panama and

the Persian Gulf. Our limed Forces have

been called upon repeatedly, at home and

abroad, to accomplish missions ranging horn

disaster relief and hummiwhn assktanm,

such as Hurricane Andrew relief efforts in

Florida and Operation RESTORE HOPE m

So- to evacuation of non-combatants

from areas where conflict threatene~ or had

already erupted.

On the Eurasian land mass, the end of

bipolar cotintation has seen the resurgence

of long-suppressed conflicts stemming *

ancient animosities, religious differences, and

ethnic rhwkies. Name9 like Bosnia-

Herzogovcna and Nagomo-Karabakh, once

unlmown, are now all too familiar. The

presence of vast stores of conventional

We~nS and ammunition ~tiy incRaSCS

the ptential for these local confLicts to spill

over. While the huge nuclear arsenal built ~

the Soviet Union is being slowly dismantled,

enough of it remains to leave Russia the one

nation qmble of literally destroying the

United States. Russia may not, how~ier, be

the only Soviet nuclear he~ the question of

who controk weapons on the territories of

other former Soviet republics is stili not

settled. And other counties may acquire or

develop their own capability to threaten

nuclear, chemical, or biological mischief.

In the Middle East and Southwest

Asia radical pcditicized Lku-n and a

@itically and rnilitmily resurgent Iran

threaten regional stability and directly

challenge a number of US interests, inchdi.ng

aCCCSSto Gulf Ofi, pofitid reform and

democradc development, and settlement of

the kab-kaeli dispute. Iraq continues to

defy united Nations (UN) resolutions Ad

menace its neighbors. mere have been some

signs of progress in the Middle East peace

process, but the parties remain unreconciled

to the stafus quo, and violen= continues.

Even if negotiations succe@ b.g-term

contentious issues, such as water

distriiq wiE continue to provide

potential for conflict DESERT flORM

taught Persian Gulf states that the United

States can b a reliable security partne,, and

they expect us to remain engaged m their

region.

In ficq economic and social

disintegration challenges fledgling

democracies,

violence and

exposes entire pqxdauons to

misery, and threatens to ignite
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ethnic strife and CM wars We can expect

that American rniby forces and Iogistks

resources will continue to take a major part

m international efforts to relieve human

stiering, as we are now doing in Somalia.

Asia represents a remarkable US

foreign @icy success. American

commitments m mutusl defense treaties,

forward military presence, security assistance

and education programs -- for example -

have helped produce a region of stability.

Democracy now blooms m areas where only

a few years ago we wondered if the idea

could ever take root. Newly empowered

citizens are forcing governments to change in

ways once unimagi.nalie. political and

econotic success in Asia make it Possl%le

for fiends and allies like Japan to take on a

larger sham of regional securky

responsibilities, But challenges to Arwricm

interests and ideals also exist across the

Pacific, communist rcgime3 remain in

POWff in _ North Korea, bos, and

Vietnam. While leadership and generational

changes underway in these states offs

grounds for opm the outcome of these

transitions is far hn certaiu American

involvement m Asia and the Pacific is

essential for pmrnoting stability and

nurturing’constructive change.

In our own hemisphere, the collapse of

world communism has left the production

and export of iIlegaI drugs as the major

threat to us interests.Other factors

conrnbuting to uncertainty and unrest

include the growing disparity between

“haves” and “have-nets;” territorial and

kundary disputes; international debt;

environmental destruction; cfhnic prejudi~s;

and dismptive insurgences+ As m other

regions, US presents contributes to stability

and encourages the spread of democratic

values.

Another factor contributing tO

instability is weapons proliferation. The

growing sophistication of weapons

technology and the possible emigration of

former Soviet scientists and armaments

experts, coupled with regional instabilities

and the presence of totditarkm governments,

pOSCSan increasing risk. By the end of the

1990s, many regional powers could possess

nuclear, chemical, or biologkxd weapons; the

means to &iiver them accurately over long

distances; an~ in the absenca of an effective

deterrent, the wiU to use them, Technology

on the open market, such as high-resolution

satellite imagery and space navigation and

comrnunicarions systems, may also @ve

advanced capabilities :0 powers that could

never afford to develop them on their own.

Politically and WOrlornically driven

immigration and the flow of refugees

emtpirig wars, disease, and famine will

contribute to uncertainty and unrest m the

years ahead. Other factors that may affect

United States security interests include

environmental and health issues and

rntemationd economic cort@tiotL
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While the world may be lw

predictable today than it was during what

President Kennedy characterized as the “long

twilight struggle” of the Cold War, it is a far

more promising world. The United States is

safer now than at any time m aU the years

that separated our airlift to Berlin from the

fall of the wall which divi&d that city. The

investment America made m all those

decades -- m money and materiel and m the

sacrifices of our sons and daughters who

stood watch in heedom’s outposts -- has

paid off. The best peace dividend is peace.

The Armed Forms are aware of the part they

played m this historic change and are ready

to make a similar contribution to peace in the

hopeful years ahead.

DUPLICATION AND REDUNDANCY

For five decades, two major themes

influenced and shtqwd the assignment of

roles, missions, and fknctions among the

Anneal Forces of the United Statf s.

The first was the legacy of

World War IL During that war, the United

States fielded militwy forces of

unprecedented size and scope. In the rush to

assemble those ultimately victorious forces,

little though; was given to the question of

Service roles and missions. The Executive

Branch and the Congress allocated resources

and raised forces based on tlIe simple

pMciple that “whatever can be done should

be done.” As we expanded, some overlaps

and duplications of effort develo~d between

the Army and the Navy. This situation was

tolerable kcause the massive national

mobilizwiow combined with the de jacm

geographic division of labor between the

Services made hard choices unnecessary.

Post-wax budget cutting made resource

allocation an issue of paramount importance.

Partly for this reason, Congress passed the

National Security Act of 1947. Among its

several provisions, the Act established the

Air Force as a separate Sewi= and

attempted to cla@ Sexvice rofes and

missions to provide a tiamework for

program and budget decisions. Some

provisions specified m the Act sparked

immdbte disagreement among the Services,

so Secretag of Defeme James Forrestal

convened a conference m Key West, FIon@j

where the Chi& of the Semites agreed on

roles and fbncdons.

Some argue that the Key West

Agreement is flawa that it failed to resolve

dundancy and dll@Cti~. h fact, what

the ChiefS Kognizecl m 1947, and Congress

has supported ever sinoe, is that there are a

number of advantages in having similar,

cornplementag capabilities among the

Setice% The availability of similar but

socialized capability allows the combatant

commander to tailor a military response to

any contingency, regardless of geographic

location.
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At the national command level, the

existence of robust forces with

complementary capabilities adds to the

options available m a crisis, ~cially when

the crisis is unexpected. The similar but

spe-d ~pdibti~ of the Armed

Seflices are not unlike the safety features of

modem automobiles, which come equipped

with automatic shoulder restraints, lap safety

belts, and airbags. Whether these

complementary safety devices come standard

or as options, they are redundant and do add

to the purchase prie of a car. If purchase

price were the only factor, buyers would

reject this built-in redundancy. But purchase

price obviously is ~ the only factor,

especially in an emergency, In fact, it may

smm insignificant when compared to the far

greater costs associated with medical care

for unprotected drivers and passengers.

Congress clearly understood this difference

m cost, between an ounce of prevention and

apoundof cure, when itrnade air bags

mandatory. congress had Sill@l n%mning

inrnind whenitdirected the Chaiman of the

Joint Chi4 of St@ to cOnsi&r, in making

this report, not duplication of effort, but only

the ~ duplication of effort among

the krned Forces. Tiirne and time again in

our nation’s history - including and perhaps

especially our recent histo~ -- the

availability of sirnitar but specialized

capabilities has made all the dii%erence. The

purchase price has turned out to be a

bargain

?he &ordinated performance of all the

Armed Forces in Panama and m the Persian

Gulf attests to the essential wisdom of the

civilian and milhary leaders who forged the

original Key West Agreement.

unrivaled ability to conduct joint and

combined operations today is the logicai

conclusion of the process that began when

Congress undertook to @ the mtion’s

Armed Forces and established the

Department of Defense. The hope expressed

at Key West forty-five years ago, of unified

Armed Forces operating efficiently and

effectively without bickering or unproductive

competition, has become routine reality.

‘I%e progress we’ve made was

exemplified m combat operations in the Gulf

War, when the Tiger Brigade of the krny’s

2d Armored Division was placed under the

2d Marine Divisio% and its heavy tanks and

self-propelled artillery provided additional

punch for the more Hghly quipped Marines

That kind of cooperation between two

Sendces makes the best of the capabilib of

bth, and results in a force greater than the

sum of its parts.

The vision of Key West was also

evi&nt in Operation “GTMO”, providing

assistance to 30,000 Haitian

rrfugees. What began as pknarily a Marine

Corps effort grew very quickly into a joint

operation with a peak strength of more than

2,000 active duty and reseme troops from all

Sewices and

ultimately the

the Coast Guard. ‘IllOugh

preponderance of troops we~e

1-7



Army, everyone at Guantanamo Bay got

behind the Marine one-star commanding, and

the joint task force did an outstanding job.

our ability to operate joint and

combined was also illustrated in Operation

PROVIDE COMFORT -- humanitarian

o~rations m northern Iraq. It too began

small, but soon grew into a multinational

force. The ease with which nditary forces

from various Semites of other mtions were

able to coalesce around the nucleus of a US

Joint Task Force is further rnbute to the

clear vision of the DOD founders.

Another superb example was Operadon

EASTERN EXIT. When the American

Embassy m Mogadishu, Somalia was

threatened by rebel forms just as Operation

DESERT STORM W= ilbOUt to break,

options were needed for evacuating the

embassy staff. Tluec days away, embarked

on Navy amphibious ships, was a Marine

force with the capability to get h get oux

people, and get out. If the situation

worsened in those three days, Amy Rangers

m Air Force transports, could have gotten

there faster, but they’d have had less

firepower on the ground and would have

been harder to get out. A it ha~n~ the

situation did not deteriorate to the point

where the ~ers were needed the embassy

staff was rescued by a daring mval

operation. But the complement.aq

capabilities of the Marines and Army gave

the nation’s leaders more than one option.

As m so many other crisis situations, the

nation was Well sewed by the flexibility

inherent in our Armed Forces.

The second major factor govcfig

American force planning has been the Cold

War. The Soviet Union was a formidable

adversary m every respect, with large and

technically sophisticated forces. Almost to

the ve~ end, the Soviet plitical Ieadedip

showed little restraint in allocating resources

to its milhary or m using force to achieve its

political goals.

To contain this Soviet military power,

the United States fashioned a network of

alliamzs. We mainhed the largest

peacetime force structure in our history, with

Ia@ sea, and air forces at forward bases in

Europe and Asia We opposed axnrnunist

subversion and insurgences throughout the

world, with political and economic pressure

and even with mibry forw. We developed

and sustained a large rnilitq-industial

Corrtplc%both to supJ)ort Ouxforces-in-being

and to provide the means for emergency

rnobihtiom And wz illV_d billions of

dollars in advanced technology in an effofi to

rnahtain a qualitative edge m the face of

overwhching numerical superiority.
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THElhIpAm OF TEcHNOtmY

As new technologies have moved from

the laboratory to the bait.lcfiel~ they have

been seized upon by the Armed Forces and

adapted to the needs of air, land and sea

combat. One example of milky technology

that all Sewices have adapted to their

specialized warflghting roles is the radio.

Wireless communications were fist used by

the rnilimy m World War I and soon had a

positive effect on the cornmart~ conuol, and

communications capabilities of all Semites.

AS technolo~ advamxd, tiOS increased in

range and reliability, and we have come to

rely on them m virmally every option our

forces undertake. Although in the past we

have developed radios in one Service that

could not cornmuni@e with radios

developed by another SeMcc, we have long

since recognized and are fixing that problem

Today, interoperable communications

capabilities are an hdispcmable part of our

joint military operations.

The airplane is another example of

technology that changed warfare. We &gan

to see its effixts m World War 1. Following

that war, the Navy ernbadced on one course

leading to the fast canicr fleets that in

World War Ii made victory possible in the

Pacific. ‘Ihe Atmy embarked on a different

course which led to the strategic bomber

fleets that contributed signifkantly to the

Normandy invasion and the liberation of

Europe.

As ~os and airplanes demonstrate,

soldiers, sailors, airme~ and marines are

aIways eager to get their hands on any new

technology that promises to help them win

wars. The advanced systems m which we

invested so much national treasure during the

Cold War years are no exception. Many of

those systems had their baptism of fin m

@tYl+tiOnS JUST CAUSE and DESERT

STORM.

The technologies that came of age m

Panama and the Pe~ian Gulf have clearly

altered warfare, some in ways we have only

&gun to appreciate. Space systems, for

example, were used extensively to provide

early warning, intelligence, smeilhmce,

navigation, comman~ controf, and

Communkations, and battle damage

assessments to our coalition commanders m

the Guif. Satellites fd information to troops

m their foxholes, aviators m their cockpiis,

seamen afloat, and missilecrs m their Patriot

batteries. Information gathered horn space

supported every aspect of planning,

controlling, and winning the war with Iraq,

The acderating pace of technological

development has implications for the division

of Mm among the Sem-ices, paniculady the

functions of developing and procuring new

equipment. lle nation that can most quickly

incorporate technological innovations will

have a decided edge on any fiture bardefield.

To shorten the time between drawing boiud

and operational availability, efficiencies and

new measures of effectiveness must
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continually be incorporated into the ways the

Services go about equipping their forces.

The effect of new technologies on

roles, missions, and functions will continue

to be evolutionary. Technological

breakthroughs will undoubtedly influen=

Sewice fimctions.

ADAPTINGTO THREEYEARS OF
BREATHTAKING CHANGE

Thechmgesof the last three years led

to a fundamental change in our strategy and

our force structure. TIIc military’s task was

spelled out by President Bush m a speech in

Aspen, Colorado on August 2, 1990 -- the

same day Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait-

Noting that the United States would be ill-

served by forces representing nothing more

than a scaled-back or shrunken-down version

of the CoId War force, President Bush

&fined our task as one of shaping our

capabilities to meet the needs of regional

contingencies and peacetime presence,

our response to the changing strategic

landscape was further elaborated m the

Resident’s August 1991 - Sc-

Of the Stm , which*

announcd tit by mid-decade, the _

would be 25% smaller than the forces we

maintained m the last days of the Cold War

and described how phtnned reductions would

cut forces to a mimnum acceptable level --

the Base ForCc.

A few nhths later, m January 1992,

the~straegy of the L!nAkdt

W W= published Reflecting the

fimlarnental shift horn a Cold War focus on

containment to a regional orientation, it

articulates a flexible new strategy designed

to protect our interests and support our

objectives worldwide, and it elaborates the

strategic pMciples that underlie our force

planning.

The Base Force was initially conceived

as the minimum essentiaJ force required to

meet the risks and uncertainties then

prwalent. It was designed to nmimize the

capabilities of each Sewice and integrate

their Active and Rcseme components into an

effective miliq team capable of responding

across the full spectrum of conflict. But the

Base Force has become a dynamic force.

When the nation’s mditary requirements

ck~ ~y, as they have with

strategic nuclear weapons m the years since

the Base Force W= M.tMly ~~~edt tie

Base Force can and should be adjusted.

A smcturcd through 1995, the Bue

Force sets fom levels appropriate to our

national interests and the regional concerns

we have around the world. It is a superbly

trained, capable force, ready when called by

the president to go to the scene of a

developing crisis, go quickly, and go jointly.
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RESHAPINGTHE MILITARY.

With the end of the Cold War, the

strategic threat that drove our planning, and

upon which the division of labor among the

Services was for so long predicated, has

receded. Though wc arc still obligated to

plan for the re-emergence of a global military

threat, we are confident we would have

sufficient time to reconstitute the forces

required, and that we need not retain the

forces necessary to fight a global war.

In the past we’ve been faced with

similar oppormnities to reduce the size of

our rnilby and cut defense spending.

World War I was “the war to end wars,” and

when it was “over over there,” wc brought

the troops home and settled into

isolationism. Throughout the Roaring

Twenties and the Great Depression that

followed, maintaining a strong military was

never a national priority. And we paid for i~

We paid when totditdan govemrnen=

began their expansionist aggression,

aggression that might have been deterred by

the existence of strong US forces. We paid

at Pearl Harbor, and at Kasserinc Pass in

North fiCZ

~en World War If ended m victory,

we repeated our mistake. Again we faikd to

keep our forces ready, and we again paid the

price m Korea, m the awful retreat to the

Pusan perimeter. This time we are

&termined to get it right. With the Cold

War’s end, the great change in our strategy

has been’ not only moving away from

increasingly unlikely global warfare, but also

making sure the form that remains is ready

and able to deal decisively and successfully

with regional mises -- the way we were

ready for Operations JUST CAUSE m

Pan- PROVIDE COMFORT in Turkey

and northern Iraq, and RESTORE HOPE in

Somalia. Being ready for crises like these

means being ready with a total force,

consisting of highly trained, come-as-you-are

Active forces, augmented, and in some cases

even pre~ded, by the speciahzed skills that

reside m our Reserve components. When

the crisis turns into something bigger, like

Operation DESERT SHIELD/STORM, far

greater numbers of National Guardsmen and

Resemists must be called up, We simply

cannot go to war without them.

We are confident we can maintain the

capabilities we need for this new era of

uncertainty and unrest, and that we can do so

with fewer men and women m unifom,

fewer Active forces m the by, Navy, Air

Force, and Marine CorpY fewer reswes;

fewer defense civihns; and fewer defense

industrial workeni

We can do it in P way that protects the

nation from unacceptable risk, and that

returns to the American peopIe some of the

treasure they’veteen devoting over the years

to support a strong defense.

But we cannot maintain the necessary

capability if we slash our operating

procurement accounts so severely that

and

the
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readiness of our su@ forces is damaged.

We cannot preserve our Iniliw

strength if we place perceived economy

ahead of proven effectiveness, or if we place

one Semite or component ahead of othem.

If we proceed too ~ickly, or impose

changes so large they cannot be absorbed,

the risk is that we may destroy the basic

fabric of our fighting fome. The superb

balance demonstrated by our Armed Forces

in their mastery of the air, sea, land, and

space of the Persian Gulf must be

mdm.ained.

Over the past three years, the nation’s

nditaxy leaders

exhaustive xwiew

foroes; md OUr

have undertaken an

of our strategy; our

roles, missions, and

functions. We have sought areas for

Consolidation Stmamlmm“ “ g, and outright

reduction. Chapter II of this report

highlights the thanges wc have almdy made

to adapt our forces to the realities of a

changing world. In the three years since the

1989 “Re~ -ton Roles and Functions of the

Armed Forces,” we have accomplished much

toward building a force for an era of

uncertainty. And so far we have gotten it

right. In spite of reductions, reorganizations,

and withdrawals, our forces have remained

ready. They’ve proven thek effectivene~

the and agw by dealing decisively with

sudden contingencies, large and small.

But not evey restructuring proposal

that sounds appealhg stands up when

carefully analyzed, and not every study we’ve

commenced has been concluded. Chapter KII

of this report presents additional areas we’ve

examined or continue to examine in our

ongoing process of building

t.b am right for America.

Armed Forces
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Chapter II

WHAT WE HAVE ACCOMPLISHED

More changes have occurred m the US

milhy during the last three years than m

any similar period since the National Security

Act of 1947. ‘Ihrce key factors -- the end of

the Cold War, increased budgetary

constraints, and a wised Title X of the US

Code which incorporates Goldwater-Nichols

legislation -- have converged to provide the

opportunity, necessity, and license to make

changes. Lndeed,these changes have already

resulted m fundamental difference in the

way we’re structured, the way we tmin, and

the way we fight. They have embraced all

Services, affected sll functional areas, and

touched virtually every facet of the militaty.

This ongoing transition to a very

diffcren~ post-Cold War _ was not

undertaken in a random or arbitraxy fashion.

Instead, we followed a ddikate approaek

formulating a new National Mi.MatyStrategy

for today’s see@ envir~ e3tabIishing

a “Base Force” structure spedfically tailored

to execute that strate~, concentrating our

I

attention on a wide array of measures

designed to improve capability and enhance

efficiency; and finally, stepping back to

specifically examine roles, missions, and

fbnctions m Lightof all the other changes we

had irnpkmerlted.

The Armed Forces of the United States

are prepared to meet the challenges of the

Nineties, not with a minimum version of the

Cold War milkary, but with a new force

desigxied for a new era. Lessons learned in

our decisive victo~ m DESERT’ STOR?d

and in succedidly accomplishing a host of

other milhaty operations have conrnbuted to

the evolutionary process of organizing,

training, and equipping our Anned Forces so

they are ready to act decisively when called

upon.

What follows in this chapter is a quick

look at some of the major changes we have

made sb the last biennial review of roles,

missions, and fictions.
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NAnotwL MILITARYSIRATEGY

A dynamic and responsive military

strategy is key to the effective employment

of nditaxy forces. Our current strategy is

spelled out for all the world to see in the

md straw of the

-, an unclassified publication released in

JUIU~ 1992. This strategy takes into

account the gco@itical environment of the

post-Cold War era, conuibutes to the

achievement of our national objectives, and

focuses on protecting our vital interests

during a period of reduced defense spending,

Detening nuclear attack and containing

communism - the cornerstones of our

_ s~ategy and planning for more than
45 years -- have given way to a more

diverse, flexible strategy which is regionally

oriented and designed to respond decisively

to the challenges of this decade. Built upon

the four foundations of Strategic Deterrence

and Defense, Fonvard FYescnce, Crisis

Rcq rose, and Reconstitution, the strategy

provides the basis for all US - activity.

lhe principles which underlie the National

_ S@ategyhave been embraced by the

Semites and incorporated m their respective

PaPCrSt~. tie Air Fo= Gkzlzal

~, ~ the Nav ~
Marine Corps White Paper, , . . From @

~. It is against this stimegic backdrop that

the US Anneal Forces are now organized,

train~ and equipped.

THE ‘BASE FORCE”

As the wodd situation changed, the

_ Mdertook a thorough analysis of the

force stmxure needed to accomplish the

new mildary strategy. Today we have a

force capable of deterring aggression,

providing mean.ingfid presence abroad,

responding to regional crises, and, if ever

necessary, reconstituting a global wm-@hting

capability. As we continue our planned

drawdown and contemplate additional

changes, we must ensure the US Armed

Forces retain these cow capabilities.

The Base Force is a future force which

anticipates continued progress and

improvement in the strategic environment. It

is a dynamic force which can respond to

fkrther favorable change. And it is a total

for~ which includes all aspects of our

Active and Re-swe components.

Because it is srnalIer, the Base Force

must also be more fiexible, better trained,

and able to adapt to changing circumstances.

‘l%enew miWuyswategy re@res that units

retain a high state of readiness+ m order to

respond to the dymamic challengw of the

new world order, rncluding rapid response to

crises, natural disasters, and peacekeeping

operations. It takes into consideration each

Service’s strengths and provides the greatest

return horn available resources.

The end of the Cold War and

development of a new _ strategy have

affected more than just the size and structure
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of our force. ‘Ile past three years have also

had a signiilcant impact on the assignment of

roles, missions, and functions among the

Armed Forces and the combatant commands.

Some of the significant changes we have

already implemented are described below.

NUCLEAR FORCES

US Strategic Ce~rnand

(USSTRATCOM)

The end of the Cold War led the Joint

Chiefi of Staff to conduct a comprehensive

review of the Unified Command Pla the

document Which establishes combatant

commands and assigns their geographic and

functional responsibilities. one key

conclusion was that adjustments m command

and control of the nation’s strategic nuckar

forces were necessary and appropriate.

As a result of this assessment

USS’I’IL4TCOM W= created. the W
. . .

our ?_ all of Anwica’s strategic

nuclear weapons are consolidated under one

combatant CINC. Command of ail strategic

bombers, missiles, and submarines will

alternate between an Air Force general and a

Navy admiral - = me- hard tO

_ only a few yerm ago. This

consolidation of the forces that tmly do

safeguard our way of Ii& is perhaps tie most

dramatic and fundamental change in the

assignment of roles and missions among the

Armed Semites of the United States since

they tlrst ~ere established by law in 1947.

Establishment of USSTRATCOM also

reduced costs, through consolidation of

Airborne Command posts and the

disestablishment of the Strategic Air

Command as a combatant command and as a

major command within the Air Force. This

restructuring not only centralized command

and control of US strategic nuclear forces; it

also ekn.inated over 1,100 staff positions,

including more than half the associated

general and flag officer billets.

President’s Nuclear Inifiaiives

Aiier the faiki coup in Moscow m

August 1991 and subsequent dissolution of

the Soviet Union, long-stalled arms control

negotiations were sud&rdy invigorated, and

supplemented by unilateral initiatives and

rapid bilateral and multilateral agreements.

As a result of nuclear initiatives developed

under the direction of the Joint Chiefs of

Staff and the Secretary of Defense, and

approved by President Bush and anr mnced

m September 1991 and January 1992, 4 wide

range of unilateral actions has had a

tremendous impact on every aspect of our

lan~ sea, and air nuclear forces. Nuclear

roles, missions, and functions have km

fundamentally changed, commands

reorganized, and entire classes of systems

eliminated.
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The President’s nuclear initiatives

included several measures to reduce the

number of deployed nuclear weapons. Our

entire worldwide inventory of ground-

Iaunched, short-range, tactical amd theater

nuclear weapons, including nuclear mi.llery

shells and short-range nuclear ballistic missile

warheads, has been withdrawn and is being

eliminated The Amy and Marine Corps --

both of which had nuclear roles since the

mid- 1950s -- no longer have nuclear

weapons, and instead rely on theti sister

Semites for nuclear weapons support. The

savings in force structure, equipmn~

materie~ and training fiorn this measure are

signifkam. Also at the President’s directio~

all tactical nuclear weapons were removed

by Juiy 1992 from aircraft carriers, surface

ships, attack submarines, and land-based

naval aircraft. Most of our tactical nuclear

weapons have been returned to ~tral

storage locations on US territory, In

addition to the obvious cost savings, this

measure resulted m the “&nuclearization” of

our air forces in the Pacifii.

For the tit the since the 1950s, all

US strategic bombers have been taken off

alert, as have 450 Minuteman II Inter-

Continental Ballistic Missiles (KBMs).

Follow-en Agreements

On June 17, 1992 Presidents Bush and

Yeltsin approved the framework of a new

treaty intended to reduce US and Russian

strategic forces even more radically. lle

resuking trea@, START II, was signed on

January 3, 1993. When ratdlecl and entered

into fome, START II dl reduce stiategic

weapons to fewer than 3,500 wtieads on

either side, The treaty mandates that by

2003, no land-based ICBMS will have more

than one warhead. The US agreed to reduce

Submarine-hunched Ballistic Missile

(SLBM) waheads by half. US Peacekeeper

ICBMS will be eliminated and all Minuteman

III missiles will become single-wadwad

These nuclear initiatives and their

results illustrate clearly the dynamic nature of

the Base Force. When we started

developing our planned 1995 force, there

were 21,000 strategic and tactical nuclear

weapons m the US arsenal, including sea-

based, airdeliverd and ground-launched

systems. As our requimnents for nuclear

&terrence changa the 13qwtrnent of

D&me took the lead in recOmrnending

corresponding reductions in nuclear forces to

a total of about 5,100 weapons -- a Ievei

rqmsenting onequaner of the Cold War

nuclear stockpile. ‘l&-se scommendations

will dminate every weapc and every unit

that is no longer re+ired for the nation’s

security, Reductions in our nuclear forces

are also reflected in restructured roles,

missions, and fimctions. As already noted,

the Amy and Marine Corps are without a

nucleax role or fimction for the first tie m

four decades. Should they ever require

nuclear weapons, they will call on the Navy

or Air Force. ‘XIMArmed Semites of the
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United States miy on one another for

essentiid support: modem warfare is a team

effort all the way.

CHEMICAL INITIATIVE

In September 1992, at the Conference

on Disannarncmt m Genev~ 39 nations

machcd agreement on a total ban on lcthai

chemical weapuns, and voted to forward the

treaty text to the United Nations General

Assembly, which approved the Chemical

Weapons Convention (cWC) m November

1992. The United States signed the CWC in

Paris on January 13, 1993, and in doing so

renounced the use of chernkd weapons for

any reason, including retaliation.

The United States will retain

countermeasures for chemical and biological

warfare programs and deter an enemy’s use

of chemical and bio~ogical weapons by

maintaining the milhary M@3ilities to deny

an enemy a significant milhary advantage

tim such USC. If US forces, facilities, or

citizens, or those of our allies,-come under

chemical or biological attack, the US has the

capability to respond with a wide range of

milhy options. Any use of chernbl or

biologi@ weapons would have the most

severe consequences to the user. We may

respond with all appropriate means

consistent with our rights and obligations

un&r international Iaw.

US kcptance of the CWC results m “

the eliminadon of several fictions for the

SeMces. T& Air Force and Marine Corps

no longer have to cert@ aircrti for delivery

of ChCmicldWe~llS, and air and ground

crews no Ionger Gain for this task. Auny

and Marine Corps artillery units are likewise

relieved of these requirements. The Services

are no longer required to maintain Personnel

Reliability Progmirns or communication and

security systems for control and release of

chemical weapons. The Army does not have

to maintain chemical stocks m a “ready-for-

issue” status. This will produce monetmy

savings for the Services and reduce human

risk due to decreased rnairitenance and

surveillance requirements. The Army will be

able to destroy the chemical stodpile m the

safest and most cost effective and

+tiy dfickm manner,

II-5



STRATEGIC

Regional focus, flexiile and adaptive

phu-dng, and signi6cantly reduced fomvard

pnxence combine to increase our reliance on

strategic mobility. It is essential to our new

strategic focus that we lx able to move

quickly, anywhere in the world, with combat

forces and accompanying suppofl elements

sufficient for the mission assigned. Wti

these realities in mind, we have developed an

integrated program to improve and

modemiz.e our smtegic lift forces.

Since its establishment in October,

1987, the US Transportation Command

(USTFWNSCOM) has consolidated the

previously dilliud individual Setwice

respmsibilities for air, lan~ and sea

transport of equipment and supplies. The

unparalleled success achieved m improving

efficicnq and responsiveness has been

clearly apparent during a host of recent relief

operations. In speeding relief to the victims

of Hurricanes hdl%W and hiki and
Typhoon Omar, lR .NSCOM coordinated

the movement of nir= ships, more than 800

aircraft, nearly 500 railcars, and almost 2,000”

recks. While responding to these three

natural disasters, TRANSCOM

simultaneously supported operations

PROVIDE REUEF in Somali% PROVIDE

HOPE m the fonncr Soviet Union+

PROVIDE PROMISE m the former

YugosIavi~ PROVIDE TRANSITION in

Angolz and condngency operations in the

Persian Gulf’

With the mission of transporting troops

and equipment placed solely cm

TIL4NSCOM, what remained was to match

our lifl capabilitim with the National Mi.Iitary

Strategy and the planned force stmcmre.

The Mobilitiy Requirements Study (MM),

completed m January 1992, established the

fkunework for current and future lift

initiatives.

The approved program includes

continuation of the Air Force C-17 program

to improve airlift capacity and procurement

of 64 additional ships to enhamx our sealift

capability. Twenty-two of these vessels,

from new US construction or conversion,

will support surge requirements and

prepositicming efforts. The remaining 42

vessels will be acquired from the commercial

rnadcet and assigned to the Ready Reserve

Force to further expand the capacity of US

Sealifl resources.

In additiom the ~ identifies and

provides for major improvements m selected

us seaports to increase the quantity of

troops and materiel that can & moved

through them in one day. We also seek to

enhance the Ready Reseme Force by placing

more “RO/ROs” - roll-on / roll-off cargo

vessds - in an increased readiness status.

various other srrategic lift

enhancements have aIso been undertaken.

lle Axrny is implementing

atloal preposkioning program

an expanded

which includes
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suppiies and equipment for a heavy combat

brigade. Additionally, We arc studying

enhancements to en route basing and host

nation support programs; examining

management initiatives for all strategic lift

assets, including prepositioned ships and

various Army crafG and recommending

construction of a containerized ammunition

port on the West Coast.

Envisioned mobility improvements will

enable deployment of an Army light division

and a heavy brigade to any “hot spot” m

approximately two weeks, and two heavy

divisions in alxmt a month.

Perhaps more than in any other role,

missio% or functional area, the requirements

of strategic mobility illustrate the

interdependence of today’s A-reed Forces.

The capabilities of our Total Force are

indeed greater than the sum of its idvMual

parts,

(
*

mRwARD PRESENCE

Containing communist expansionism

during the Cold War required a sizable

contingent of US forces to be stationed

overseas -- in anticipation of a global war

that might sum with little or no warning.

Our new mlitary smtegy, which takes into

account the dramatic changes sines 1989,

reflects the end of the era when large

numbers of GIs were pemnanently stationed

on foreign soil. A we continue to

implement and reline the strategy, we will

SUbS_y but ~~y reduce and

restructure our forces around the world.

In Europe, we are reducing as rapidly

as practicable toward a planned forward

presenx of one Army corps, three-plus Air

Force fighter wings, and a tadored Naval

expeditionary force. We are well on the way

to reaching our current objective of 150,000

European-b@ WOOPSby 1995, having

withdrawn appm&r@y 114,000 soMers,

sailors, airmeq and marines m just two

years.

We wiil continue to honor our

commitments to NATO - the most

successful alliance slmcturc ever devised.

In the Pacific, our fonvard presence

wiliremain prirnad yrnar’itirne,wit hhalfour

projected carrier and amphibious forces

oriented towards that region. % m Europe,

we are reducing Army and Air Force

fonvard-stationed forces, but not our

commitment to the region. Already, 18,000
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fonvarddcpIoycd troops have been

withdrawn. Further reductions of US forces

stationed in South Korea are planned, but the

Secretaty of Defense suspnd d the

drawdown in 1991 pending satisfactory

resolution of certain concerns about North

Korea. The changing s~ategic landscape

alSOwnn.itted UStO C1OSCbases and f@tieS

in the Pacific, particularly Clark Air Force

Base and Subic Bay Naval Base m the

Philippines.

The Armed Forces’ continuing efforts

to lower operating costs also resulted in

streamlining and con.soli&ting hundreds of

Semi= activities. In Southern Europe, for

example, our future basing concept envisions

increasing the joint use of facilities, thereby

reducing unnecessary duplication of bases

and support functions, The Navy and the Air

Force are planning to use the Naval Air

Station at Sigonell% Italy for fighters,

maritime patrol aircraft, and fleet support.

‘Ihe Naval Air Station at Scwda Bay, Crete

will host markime patrol, fleet SU~l?, and

smeillance aircraft for the Navy and Air

Force. ‘I%eair base at I&5@ Turkey will

be used for rnulti-semicc contingency

operations. In the Pacific, Navy and Air

Force personnel m Singapore share Ieg&

medic~, housing, educatiom and Morale,

Welfare, and Recreation services. And some

Navy elements, displaced from the

Philippines are now hosted by the Air Force

at Andersen Air Force Base in Gu=..

As we r+duce the overall size of our

forws and consolidate much of what remains

in the United States, the potential exists for

significant savings to be realized as a result

of overseas base C1OSU.IW.Changes to the

stmtegic landscape since the first report on

roles, missions, and functions have allowed

us to ident@ more than 500 fiwihties for

consolidation among the Semites or outright

return to host nations. As resmlcturing

continues, wc will seek every opportunity to

consolidate and close no-longer-needed

militaty installations that suppor?ed our Coid

War force stnxture.

Our plans for cutting costs while

maintaining proven effectiveness include a

new idea for fonwrd presence operations.

The concept cqlores the deployment of joint

forces, configured to complement one

another and meet peacetime and contingency

operational needs. For example, a carrier

battle group deploying to the Mediterranean

without an amphibious ready group might

rdy upon the Amy airborne task force m

Italy to perfo n the ground tactical role m

support of :. -It operatic= Sirnilady, art

arnphiiious ready group might dep~oy

separately to “the Meal,” and mly on Air

Force land-based air assets, rather than on

carrier-based naval aviation. Future fonvard

presence operations may thus consist of

speciaUy tailored joint task forces that can

maintain essential forward presence at less

overall cost.
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Bringing an all-vohmeer force home

isn’t easy. It requires detailed logistical

planning and depends on the extraordinary

efforts of our men and wornen in uniform,

and their families. The troops we’ve brought

home sines 1990 had a proportionate share

of husbands and WiVcS,his, pets, ~y

cars, and prized possessions. Getting them

home, whether to a Stateside assignment or

to an unexpxtedly early return to civilhl

life, without aliendng theti husbands and

wives, traumatizing their kids, losing their

pets, denting their cars, or damaging their

pxsonal property, is an immense task. We

are bringing the troops home as fast as we

can - while continuing to maintain a fmvard

pmencc that protects our vital interests,

enhances stability, and reassures our allies.

Once ag~ we emphasize that America

must maintain its commitment to these

superlative soldiers, SitdOrS, airmen and

---~~e~ti--b-g
them home as fast as is reasonable, and no

faster.

COIMER - DRUG OPERATIONS

In 1989, the Department of Defense

was given the mission to provide detection

and monitoring support to help halt the aerial

and maritim transport of illegal drugs into

our country. Consequent y, a comprehensive

program has been established for attacking

the flow of drugs -- at the source, m transit,

and upon arrhd in North ArnC2iC~

Implementing this program requires the

sustained employment of active duty and

Reseme forces properly trained and

equipped to perform a non-traditional role.

We are developing new joint doctrine and

using our pool of u@litie3 in new ways

against threats we never had to confront m

the Cold War. We are more involved with

interagency organizations and host-rmion

police and militmy authorities in pkmning

and executing the war against drugs. This

Gm@gn mquircs the involvement of several

combatant commanders, who have worked

closdy together and shared joint lessons

leaned to improve their capability to

perform this unprecedented mission.

Whh drug detection and interdiction

efforts taking place m an area more than

twice the size of the United States,

coordination and cooperation are required

among all branches of the Armed Forces and

the Coast Guard. For example, special

operations forces provide Active and

Resme components to theater CINCS for

counterdrug missions and activities. In
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addition, the Coast Guard provides law

enforcement detachments as specialists

had US Navy ships, enforcing counter-

drug operations and

embargoed goods.

In Canada and

Amy, Navy, and Air

UN resolutions on

the United States,

Force mobile radars

have been integrated into the North

American Aerospace Defense Command

(NORAD) surveillance system to provide

real-time cueing arid intercapt information.

To increase efficiency and reduce costs

in the war against drugs, the Navy is

equipping three ships, originally designed

and built for antisubmarine wmfare, for

continuous counter-drug surveiliamc. l%ese

smaller ships are able to provide equivalent

capabilities at one-tenth the cost of

combamnts normally assigned the same

mission.

lhe Navy is dso reconfiguring

maritime patrol aircraft to create a rnulti-

mission aircraft better able to perform

counter+” ug missions than some of the

shorter+. ,h.rance aircraft currently assigned

the mission. And in the Pacific, reserve ships

have been assigned to counter-dreg

operations, king active duty ships to

support battle group deployments. Working

closely with law enforcement agencies, the

Coast Guard and National Guard support a

Ml range of monitoring, detection, and

seizure operations. The National Guard also

operates the National

Counterdmg Institute, training

Interagency

memkcm of

all SeMces,’ federal, state, and local

enforcement pmomel.

COMBATLOGISTICS

Because our strategic focus has

changed from planning for global WM to

planning for regional conflicts of shoner

duration and less intensity, our logistics

support requirements have also changed.

Previously, our goal was to have enough

stocks so that each theater command could

fight its part of the anticipated global conflict

simultaneously and without re-supply from

the Continental ?Jnited States (CONUS) for

a considerable time, Whh a new strategy

that envisions fighting, at most, two major

regional contingencies concurrently, existing

in-theater stocks are being reduced

substantially. Only enough “starter” stocks

are mquirwl to last until theater forces are

resupplied fkom CONUS or from other

propositioned “swing” stocks that can be

moved quickly bm one ~gion to another,

as needed. To provide such fkxibiMy, some

stocks now based on land will be

repositioned afloat.

In this way, inventories can be

signibntly reduced while titig

peacetime materiel readiness and combat

sustainability. The krny has estimated that

a 50% reduction m war reseme requkements

is achievable through this concept. DOD has

already reduced overaIl inventories from

$114 billion in FY 1989 to $80 bdlien by
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FY 1992. The other goal is to provide

commanders and Iogisticians with the

information they need to pkm ahead and to

make sound decisions on materiel positioning

and movement and on reducing inventories.

Each Sewice has efforts ongoing to

improve logistics management and reduce its

levels of stocks worldwide, For example,

the Army has embarked on a major logistics

initiative to reduce and withdraw its

inventoiy of materiel and equipment from

Europe. After a 40-year accumulation of

materiel m Europe, the task is massive -- in a

recent inspection art Army team ident.iiied

some 42,WM items of equipment that must

be withdrawn to the United States, sold to

other countries, or eliminated.

Combat support has entered a new era

with a new yardstick for ddl.ning combat

logistiai requirements ‘The emphasis k on

being able to locate stocks on a regional

basis so they best support our new strategy.

COMMUNICATIONS

An often-repeated, never-confirmed

report horn Operation URGENT’ FURY m

Grenada tells how a young officer used his

telephone credit card to call back to his base

and asked them to relay his request for fire

support to a nearby support unit. Whether

true or not, the story illustrates how

desperately we needed, m 1983, to improve

communications among our forces.

Operations JUST CAUSE and DESERT

STORM showed how far we’ve come since

Grenadai but they also demonstrated again

how the coordination of multi-semi~

operations can stress the cornmand-and-

control communications structure.

We have continued to draw on the

lessons of DESERT ONE and URGENT

FURY, and we’ve incorporated new lessons

learned in more recent joint and combined

operations. We’ve made great advances m

joint d-e, joint training,

communications systems to improve

rnteropr?mbiliry, nxponsiveness,

eff~v-ness.

and

our

and

A XEW concept, called “Comrnan4

Control, Communications, Computers, and

Intelligent (@I) for the Wtior,” K@ fOllh

an ob~ctive, guiding principles, and a road

map for achieving global communications

intero~rability. This program is aimed at

providing a responsive, diable, secure, and

affordable nenvork that can provide an

accurate and complete picture of the
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battlefield, timely and detailed mission

objectives, and clear t~get views. ‘l%e

program includes a “Quick Fix” phase to

enable existing system to communicate with

one anothe~ a “Mid-Term” phase to ensure

inter-Service communications requirements

are adequately evalutied during

development, testing, and aapisition of new

systerns; and an enduring “Objective” phase

during which evolving technologies and

techniques will be continuously identfied

and assimilated. These program

improvements add up to a giant step fomw.rd

in our “communications jointness.”

Today, our ability to talk artd pass data

between elements of the various Services is

even better than it was when we launched

the overwhelmingly successful air, sea, and

land carnpai~ that led tO viCtO~ in

Operation DESERT STORM.

MELLIGENCE

Another mi.tical area subjected to

intense examination since the hst triennial

review is the defense intelligence structure.

The dramatic changes m the narure of threats

facing the United States required and

permitted the lntelligen~ Community to

analyze our future intelligence collection

needs. As a result of this analysis, the

Intelligence Community is rnod@ing both its

focus and its structure

TWO~OItS helped shape this Shift in

organization and focus. ‘l%e first, initiated

by the Director of Central Intelligence @CI)

at the direction of the President, was

National Strategy Review-29. T%e second

was a memoran@ ~a Deft sen

?~, issud by the Secrwuy of

Defense.

N~QrKIl Securify Review - 2S

To ensure all elemcxtts of the

‘melligence Community are prepared to meet

‘Mchanging needs of intelligence consumers

tnrough 2005, a systematic review of

anticipated collection and analysis

requirements was conducted in 1991. This

effort, which resulted in National Security

Review-29 and the subsequent National

Security Decision Dinxtive 67, established

intelligence priorities for the post-Cold War

world. A part of this review, DOD

idetied and developed 12 specific areas of

interest to serve as the focus for planning
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fhlrc defense intelligence collection,

atldy$i$, and diSSetiO~

Strengthening Defense
Intelligence

To capitalize on lessons learned

the Gulf War and continue adapting

from
to a

changing world, the Secretary of Defense in

the spring of 1991 de= steps to be taken

to centralb management and strengthen the

performance of defense intelligent

functions. Among the measures the

Secretary directed were consolidation of

Service component indigence resources

into a joint intelligence center (JIC) at each

combatant comrnan~ consolidation of

existing intelligence commands, agencies,

and elements into a single intelligence

command within each Service by Fwal Year

1995; and reduction or dhination of no-

Ionger required operating locations and

intelligence units hated overseas.

Some of the steps already taken to

provide better intelligence for joint

warfi@ng are outlined blow. Others stilI

under review are addressed in Chapter III.

Intelligence Suppoft to

‘ Jdnt Warflghfing

‘TIIc intelligencesupport available to

US and other Gulf coalition commanders

during DESERT STORM was probably the

best in milhary history.

partly due to measures

This success was

implemented long

before I@’s invasion of Kuwait and partly

due to irmomtions made on the spot.

Despite the ovemll intelligence sucmss,

some commanders at the theater and tactical

level expressed frumalion after the wti over

the lack of coordination and timeliness in

dissemination of intelligence collected at the

national level. In responding to lessons

learned in the war, the Intelligence

Community’s aim was to institutional and

enhance what worked well, and fix what

didn’t. Results of this post-war effom are

outlined below.

Bed. A

standing board comprised of senior Defense

Intelligence Agency (IXA) and Seti=

intelligence officials organized the full range

of intelligence suppoti for DESERT

STORM. ‘Thehard was such a success that

its structure has bean xdned and expanded

to include representatives from other DOD

and Intel@ence Community organizations.

‘fhe IW.Maryblligence Board now serves

as a key advisory body to the Director, DL4

in recommending programming priorities and

coordinating support for military operations.

c-. Another

SUC=SS story from Operation DESERT

STORM was the provisional establishment

by US Central Command (USCENTCOM)

of a forward-based Joint Intelligence Center.

The CENTCOM JIC acted as the

clearinghouse for intelligent nqui.rements

such as battle damage assessment, and

production of unique intelligence for
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CENTCOM; and served as the collection

manager for theater-based indigence assets.

Created on an ad hoc basis during DESERT

STORM, the JIC is now king

institutionalized for all combatant

commands.

In the US Pacific CommanA for

example, consolidation of all general

intelligence production and analysis facilities

in Hawaii into a single JIC resulted m a 25%

manpower savings. US European Command

has established a similar rn-Sexvice

organization to produce intelligence support

for mission planning and operations by US

andmedc ommanders m peace, crisis, and

war -- resuh.ing in the elimination or

reduction of about half the headquarters and

component-level intelligence organizations.

US Space Command and US Strategic

Command plan to share the large intelligence

infrastructure that W= Ori@.tidyestabbhed

to support the Strategic Air Command’lhis

consolidation will elimhate the need for

additional facilities and intelligence staff at

Space Command headquarters.

A DI.A assessment of command

intdligence requirements enabled the JICs to

optimize intelligence capabilities ~

specifying ., production responsibilities,

facilitating infosrnatiort exchange among

combatant command and national

intelligence centers, and allowing Semite

intdligence organizations to focus on their

own areas of expertise. In establishing a JIC

at each combatant command we have

improved the ~ality of intelligence support

to the wtighter while decreasing the

resources requked to produce such support.

Jcunt
.

Inte!m

QllK.I mC). Our difficulty at the start

of the Gulf War m coordinating requests

from multiple consumers to multiple

producers of intelligence resulted in

duplicative requirements that created costly

and unnecessary confusion. To provide the

needed coordination, the NMJIC was

established m the Pentagon as the single

fusion point for intelligence m support of

DESERT STORM. The NNUIC performed

so well that it is now manned by

representatives of all dita.ty Services, the

National Security Agency (NSA) and DIA.

All Service current intd.igence resources in

the Washington DC area were consolidated

at the NMJIC m 1992. The NMJIC serves

as the fdcal point for support to the

combatant commands and to Joint Task

Forces by acting as a narionaf clearing house

for intelligmcc requests and by coordinating

CI.& DIA, and NSA support.

se~~ .
.

The area

of signals intelligence also is being affected

by si~cant reductions of overseas field

stations and the consolidation of rernaining

overseas resources into regional operating

facilities. The Director of NSA is workhg

closely with the DLAand Service intelligence

to tailor theater signals intelligence assets

into a reduced intelligence

focused on the combatant

structure that is

command ~Cs.
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At the MtiOMl kVd, NSA has expanded its

presence in the NIWIC to allow for more

effective management of collection

operations and lxttcr support during periods

of crisis.

,. .
lC$of ~ . In testimony

after the Persian GuJf War, General

Schwarzkopf expressed the frustration he’d

experienced in getting intelligence products

he wanted fkom the national level. In

response, the DCI established an Of&e of

Military Affairs within the CIA. Manned by

a general or flag officer with a supporting

staff that incluck rndkary Offk-ers,this Office

works with the CIA on a day-today basis to

ensure national level intelligence capabilities

arc better integrated with the activities of

mildary intelligence organizations m suppon

of military Operafiom.

~. Anotir
DESERT STORM intelligence ShOltf~ w=

the insufficiency of imagery products for

detecting and targeting enemy activities over

a broad area. In May 1992, directives issued

by the Secretary of De&we and the DCI

established the Central Imagery _

(aO), “to ensure that United Stat=

Government intelligence, mapping, geodesy,

and othqr needs for imagery arc met

effectively and efficiently in a manner

conducive to national security...” The ~0 is

a designated combat suppofi agency under

the overall supemision of the Asistant

Secretary of Defense for Comman~ Control,

Communications and Intelligence. ‘he

office inclu’de-srepresentatives horn CIA and

IX& the MiMary Services$ and other

agencies with intelligent responsibilities.

. Authority for

tasking all DOD human intelligence

(~ hM been assigned to the DIA.

This consolidation was accomplished to

coordinate more effectively operations of

vahab]e, l.irnited HUMINT KSOUr’=Xand

optimize collection capabdiies.
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ACQUISITION

Despite the proven success of

advanced weapons systems first used in

Panama and the Persian Gulf, three factors --

a vastly different security environment, the

ever-increasing cost of advanced technology,

and the growing need for interopcrability to

support joint and combined operations --

have led to fundamental changes in the way

the Semiccs select and procure defense

hardware.

Juint Requirements
Oversight Council (JROC)

Joint application and intemperability

considerations now pemade the entire

acquisition process. Following the

Goldwater-Nichols DOD Reorganization Act

of 1986, the Chi.man of the Joint Giefi of

Staff established the JROC to examine the

requirements for every major Service

acquisition program. An important JROC

fimction 5 to identi@ programs for direct

joint participation and joint technology pin-

offk which may be applicable to ~fiher

service programs. To provide necessary

muscle and experience, the JROC is chaired

by the Vice Chirrmm of the Joint Chiefl of

Staff, and its members are the Vice Chiefs of

the Services.

Militay acquisition actions (including

major systems, subsystems, and components)

that involve formal management or fimding

by more than one SeMce during any phase

of a system’s IJftxycle are now designated as

joint programs. This change has
substantially reduced duplication of effort;

increased our ability to provide the & st

technology options for force planners and

senior decision makers; and enhanced

supportability, interoperability, and

wax-fightingeffectivenms. As Admiral David

Jerernk@ Vke Chairman of the Joint Chiefs

of Staff, stated during testimony before the

Senate Amed Semites Committee, this

“joint Wrspective focuses on the contribution

each program makes to the overall joint

wa@hting capab~ and hOW that

apability conrnbutes to the execution of our

National Military Strategy.”

Program initiatives

We’ve already realized immediate

rewards as a result of this major change in

the acquisition process. Four programs are

of particular note. The Advanced Medium-

Range Air-to-Air Missile (AMR4AM)

inhiafive will provide the next generation,

aU-weather, allavironrnen~ medium range,

air-to-air missile system for the Navy, Air

Force, and selected NATO allies.

Our Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV)

program will develop a family of UAVS with

specific range and payload capabilities to

accommodate a variety of needs from small

unit, over-the-hill recomaissance to much

deeper, over-the-horizon .sumeillance.
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The Navy’s Mine WarfaR Plan

emphasizes research and development of

systems such u the Magic Lantern mine

detection systcn SQQ-32 sonar upgrades,

and a shallow water mh neutralization

system to conduct efficient, effective, and

s~edy mine counter measure (MCM)

operations in the very shallow water and surf

zone environments m support of amphibious

operations. As a result of lessons Iearncd

horn Operation DESERT STORM, an

MCM support ship is also being planned that

will provide better command and control,

logistics, and personnel S~rt of OUrMCM

ships and helicopters

Finally, the MILSTAR Satellite

Communication System wilI provide a

smivable, jam-resistant, worldwide sccurc

communications system for command and

control of US forces in fbturc conflicts.

& Cold War threats have NM

many of the systems that were being

developed to counter those threats no longer

cany the priority they once had. As a result,

we’ve idcntMcd several programs wkc

cost, schedule, or technical chdcngel have

grown to unacceptable !evck, and we’ve

taken appropriate action to eliminate or

curtail them. ‘l%e following arc prominent

exarnpks of how we’ve been

billions.

Cl Because of nuclear arms

programs such as the B-2

abk to save

agreements,

Bomber and

Tri&nt II SLBM have been reduad, and

the Small ICBM, Pcacckeepcr Rail

Q

9

Gamisdn, and Shofl Range Attack

Missile have been terminated

T’& diminMA threat horn potential

~y SUbfnSlinCShas resulted in the

termination of two torpedo programs and

an antisubmarine sweillance system, and

a major reduction m procurement of the

SEAWOLF attack submarine.

The Naval Advanced Tactical Fighter,

the Navy’s A-12 medium attack aircraft,

and the Navy’s new antisubmarine patrol

phme, the P-7, have been canceled; and

several air-m-air and air-to-ground

missile programs have been restructured.

When we detenninc that capabilities

we have now need enhancement, we

carefully study the tic-offs Ixmveen new

acquisition and mdfying our existing

systcrns. In many instances, requirements to

I@WC &tig US wcapary m order to

maintain a signifkam technological

advantage arc not as urgent as they were a

few years ago. As a result, we’ve nxluced

concurrency in dcvehprnent programs and

are retaining existing qgipmcnt for Iongcr

periods. We increasingly incorporate

technological advances through upgrades

instead of through initiation of new systems.

Upgrade of the Navy’s F-14As into F-14Bs,

by incorporating ncw engim% and modest

avionics changes, is one exampk of this

philosophy.
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We are procuring less and procuring

smaner. We are elhimtm“ g duplication of

effort and exploiting joint application

wherever possible.

DOCTRINE

A joint force, synchronized and

integrated into an overall campaign pl~

provides a combatant commander with a

wi& range of capabilities that can pose

multiple and complex problems for any

enemy. But this kind of orchestrated

employment is by no means easy to

accomplish. Joint doctrine is the medium

that deals with the fbmhnental issue of how

best to employ the nation’s milhary power to

achieve strategic ends. Joint doctrine and

training capture our collective experience

with warfare, and ensure we are ready to

fight the next war - not the last one.

The Armed Forces have made great

strides in the development of joint doctrine,

particularly sin= our experiences in

DESERT ONE and Grenada

service doctrine is now requkd to be

consistent with joint doctrine. A recent

series of publications more clearly articulates

considerations for joint operations. The

prime example is Joint Publication 1, ~

~ed Forces. ?+ .

-isTe~ _w “, which sewes as

the focal point for further doctrimd dialogue

and deveIopnenc

As the biggest test of joint doctrine

since the establishment of the Air Force and

the formal crwdon of the Joint Chiefs of

Staff, DESERT STORM demonstrate~

beyond doubt that our emphasis on joinmess

has yielded a more effective and efficient

fighting fem. Emerging doctrine and

concepts were made available to General

Schwarzkopf, his staff, and components

throughout the planning and execution of the

campaign to liberate Kuwait,

Of particular note during the war was

the establishment and use of a single Joint

Force Air Component Commander -- the

JFACC -- to oversee and synchronize all ti

component opetions under the CINC’S

campaign plain The effectiveness of air

operations in DESERT STORM can be

directly attributed to our emphasis on joint

doctrine as exemplified by the JFACC.

DESERT STORM joint sir operations

also demonstrated that we have room to

improve. We quickly learned that the

Sefices lacked an electronic means to pas

the JFACcs My Air Tasking Ordexs

(ATOS) to sII the wings and squadrons

executing the air portion of the campaign

plan. To get the order to Naval Aviators

eager to attack the targets they were

assigned by the JFACC, a lengthy document

had to & picked up in Riyadh evexy day and

flown via navai aircraft to each of the

carriers in the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf.

II-18



We’ve given priority to rcct@ing this

inter-semice dissemination shortfall since the

Gulf War. There are now at least nine naval

vessels with an ATO data link wbw,

which permits high data-rate exchang-

bemveen air and naval forces. Seven mom

vessels have ken modi&d so they can be

similarly equipped, m an emergency, m less

than one &y. ‘IMs new inter-Setice

command-and<ontrol communications

capability will allow the Navy battle group

commander at seato function as the JFACC

when required. During exercise TANDEM

THRUST 92, in a demonstration of the

transmission of an ATO from a ground-

based terminal to a terminal afloat, the daily

ATO was transmitted to the naval force

commander m under five minutes. Work

continues to tier enhance ATO

interopcrability with all* Setices.

4

TRAINING

Training and education Me

indispensable to the effective application of

_ power. We perform m combat with

the lmowledge, skills, and attitudes we’ve

attained through education, training, and

exercises; and the abilities of our leaders rest

in large part on the quality of these tools.

Significant improvements have &n made

sin= 1989 m the areas of professional

military educatiou training, and exercises.

Our mditary educimion system is now

organized around a framework centered on

the tactical, operational, and smtcgic ~evels

of war. It constitutes an integated, “cradle-

to-grave” approach to prepming our soldiers,

SdO1’S, tim and marines for the

challenges of the nineties and beyond.

To foster an enhanced joint prspctive

among all the SeMces, a nvo-phase program

for jornt education has been fully

implermntcd by intermediate and senior level

Servica colleges. As vividly demonstrated m

DESERT STORM, _ leaders today

face Opemtional challenges that can only be

met by a deep appreciation of joinmess.

Knowledge of the capabilities and Limitmions

of I@ se% air, space, and special

operations forces -- rnchxiing emphasis on

organization, operations, planning systems,

and integrated command-and-control

communications and intelligence

requirements - will ensure our COmmandem

have a clear advantage in responding to
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contemporary and future challenges.

Simply stated, wc fight as we 5*, so

we must train and exercise as we intend to

fight. We have demonstrated, m major joint

and combined exercises, our ability to

control air, ground, and naval forces from

afloat or ashore through a Joint Task Force

commander.

The Army and Marine Corps have

developed what they call the “endless

exercise.” This concept is an

acknowledgment that joint interaction,

especially beween complementary units,

should be a permanent condition and credo

for action. T%e two Services have

established a periodic visit program to

pursue and expand upon operational issues

of mutual interest. Joint exercises provide

the proving ground for refhing joint

wtilghting, intelligence, comman~ control,

communications, and Iogistics operations

among conventional forces and between

conventional and special operations forces.

OCEAN VENTURE ~2 and T~EM

THRUST 92-- conduc M off the Carolina

coast and m ~Oti al the mid-Paciiic,

respectively -- saw thousands of soldiers,

sailors, airrnem and marina training together

on joint war@e tasks. ‘Ihese large annual

exercises (TANDEM THRUST she

involved 20,000 troops) plus others like

TEAM SPIRIT in KOrea and DISPLAY

DETERMINATION m Europe, bring major

air, nava and ground units together

regularly to train jointly and to conmibute,

through lessob they learn together, to the

development “and refiment of jobt

doctrine, tactics, techniques, and procedures,

Large and expensive

increasingly being replaced

assisted exercises of more

This use of modem modeling

exercises are

by computer

modest scaie.

and simulation

techniques enhances the training value of

exercises for combatant commands and

subordinate Joint Task Forw staffs while

driving down costs. %naller-scale, carefhl.ly

fbcused exercises are proving invaluable m

training joint forces to meet combatant

commanders’ mission mquircments. In

recognition of the importance of this

concept, the Joint Doctrine Training and

Simulation Center is being established to

support joint exercises, s-ewe as the focal

point for joint doctrine development, manage

the joint Iessons Ieamed system and support

joint training initiatives.

Consolidation of education and training

between Senice schools also conrnbutes to

joint operations, and moreover has resulted

in impressive swings. More than 20,000

marines attend the schools of other Semites

every year. Marine artillerymen tankers,

engirwm, remanned aerial vehicle crewmen,

and ditag police are trained at by

schools. Every year, the Army trains more

than 8,500 marines, 13,500 airmen, 12,000

sailors, and 60 Coast Guardsmen, resulting

man unprecedented Commonaky of

approach to basic battlefield skills and large

savings.
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The Army is not the only Service

training people in other uniforms.

Worldwide Milituy Command and Control

System (TWVMCCS) operators, imagery

interpreters, and rnihtary police working dog

handlers are trained by the Air Force. The

NavaJ Postgraduate School in Monterey,

California is attended by all four Semites.

‘l%eNavy also conducts cryptology tig

m Pensacoi~ FIorida. The Marine Corps

conducts the Scout Sniper Insmuctor Course,

the Computer Science School, and the

Aviation Weapons and Tactics Insm.mtor

Course. The emphasis is on identifj-ing the

Semite with the preponderance of

requirements m a particular career field or

skill area, and achieving economies of scale

by having people fi-om all Services train

under one se~ice’s roof. Where no one

Servi= has a monopoly, training and

education are consolidated under DOD.

Examples rnclude the Defense Mapping

School and the Defense Intelligam College.

As part of the Department’s continuing effort

to reduce costs and increase effeaiveness, sII

information !@ahts - journalists, radio

and television commentators -- will be

trained, starting in 1995, at the DOD

Anwrican Forces Information semi= School

at For$Mea&, Ma@and

hWkTRUmURE REDUCTIONS

Our drawdown to achieve the levels

planned by 1995 requires a concurrent

reduction m miitary inflastructurc m the

United States. More than 170 activities have

been i&nM.ed by the Services for

elirninatio~ consolidation, or realignment.

Congressional support for these reductions is

=Sential.

The commissary functions of all

services have already been combined into a

single Defense Cotisary Agency. Other

examples rnclu& the consolidation of

aircrew simulator and training development

faciiries, combination of several advanced

tactical radio development progmrns,

elimination of the Amy Intelligence Agency,

reassignment of the Armed Forces Medical

IntcUigence Center and the Missile and

Spx Intelligence Center to the Defense

Intelligence Agency, consolidation of 34

separate Navy laboratory activiti~ into five

facilities, and consolidation of the Air Force’s

Systems and Logistics Commands into one

Materiel Comrnand In diitiOtl, DOD is

conducting a &tailed review of the roles,

missions, funding, and management of the

Defense Nuclear Agency to deteti if

efficiawies and reductions can be made to

eliminate any duplication m capabtities that

may exist. This DOD review, which is m

progress, is expected to be submitted to

Congress in May 1993.
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Another innovation to e=w

unnecessary duplication is the assignment of

an executive agent to oversee common

functions for several Services. This concept

eliminates competition in contracting for the

same resources. The clean-up of former

DOD-owned hazardous waste sites;

operation of common user ocean termhds;

and suppofi for medical materiel, military

postal service, and domestic disaster relief

are functions for which one or another

Semi= has been designated as the executive

agent.

Substantial sav@s m personnel and

other resources are also being achieved

through the reduction and reorganization of

Semi= staff$. me Amy is reducing

headquwters functions by 23% and has

elirnhated 42 general officer billets of the 63

phmned over the next several years. ‘l’he

Navy staff has reorganized to enhance

coordination with the Joint Staff, the W&d

c ornrnan&rs and the other Sendcc s-.

~ reorga.nhtion will reduce tic

headquarters by 24% and the number of flag

officers m the Navy by 34. A restructuring

of Headquamrs Air Force wilI result in a

23% decrease, including ehination of 59

gerierai officer positions. A similar

reorganizati~ effort has reduced the Matinc

Corps Semite Management Headquarters by

24% and will eliminate 9 general officers.

These reorganizations reflect the reality

of significant budget cuts as weIl as dramatic

changes m the international strategic

landscape. l’hey are designed to attain

greater levels of peacetime efficiency while

maintaining and enhancing the combat

effectiveness required to respond to future

regional challenges.

Innovative steps are also being taken to

control the spiraling costs of milkiuy and

dependent medical care. ResponsibMty for

the preparation and submission of a unified

medical budget for all Services has been

consolidated under the Assistant Secretary of

Defense (Health Affairs) in order to

standardize programs and procedures and

conseme resources.

In Europe, the by medical materiel

center has become a tri-Service organization,

providing semkes such as spectacle

fabricatio~ equipment maintenance, and

medical supply distribution and requisition

support for all mlitary medical treatment

facilities in the European Command’s area of

responsibility.

Similarly, the Atmy’s tqional medical

center at Lmdstubl, Gerrnmy -- a major

milhary rrdical treatment MI.ity in Europe

- will soon be jointly stalled by the Auny

and Air Force.

The Central Command has also moved

significantly towards the consolidation of

Semite medical functions, using a single

manager for all rnedcal logistics to eliminate

duplication by saemhing pltig and

purchming.
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CONCLUSION

Changes since the 1989 review of

roles, missions, and l%nctions have

fundamentally altered the Armed Forces of

the United States. We are well ahmg on our

planned ~dUCtiOlland restructuring. M pm

of the cominuous process of assessment,

adjustment, and reassessment, we have

eliminated considerable Chlpficatiom

improved jointncss, restmctured part of the

force, and developed effective plans to

complete our planned reshaping by 1995.

These efforts fully unnply with the

Congressional mandate to review critically

our roles, missions, and functions. In so

doing, they affirm the miLitary’s strong

commitment to change.
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I Chapfer Ill

WHERE WE ARE GOING

Confronted with a drastically different

world situation, the Armed Forces develop-d

a new m.ilhay strategy and began reshaping

the force to orient it towards the &mands of

regional crisis and conflict. Even before the

strategy and the force were ~

however, they were put to the test m the

Persian Gulf. The DESERT SHIELD and

DESERT STORM experience confirmed the

direction that had been taken, and as the

troops came home, the lessons learned and

experience gained were used to tefic our

course.

& Chapter II clearly depicts, much has

already been done to improve the way the

Armed Forces do their business. DESERT

STORM demonstrated that Goldwater-

Nichols reforms have changed the SeMce’s

warfighting roles by ensuring necessary inter-

Semice combat support is always available.

me theater commander or his subordinate

Joint Task Force Cornmanders now have the

dlOIity tOdCCidehow tO dbcm reSOUrCCS

and employ the joint force. We’ve moved

out with all deliberate speed to implement

other important changes and give the

Artwrican people a

defense investment.

higher return on their

But the process of examining how the

Armed Forces organize, train, equip, and

employ forces is continuous. Having

developed a new National Military Strategy

and begun reshaping the Cold War military

to meet the challenges of the 199Qs, we

resolvd to step back and take a ~cific

look at roles, missions, and functions to

ver@ that they are m tune with the strategy,

that they foster no unnecessary duplication+

and that they produce a joint force that

tmximim milhaty effectiveness ~r dollar

spent on defense. Beginning last summer, a

comprehensive, often painfd, “top-to-

bottom” review was undertaken.

The Joint Staff was directed to lead the

study because a truly joint and collective

effort would likely uncover options and offer

p~~- not visible from a single

Semite’s point of Viev’. However, the

Smriccs were actively involved at every

step, and the combatant commands also took

part by examining their areas of interest and

responsibility.

Areas selected for review were those

where two or more Selvices perfoxm similar

tasks, whete restructuring might generate

si~lcant cost savings, and where changes

in our strategy and force structure made a

comprehensive review appropriate. Study

groups were formed to look at each issue,
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each overseen by a Joint Staff general or flag

officer with applicable operational

experience or expxlise on the issue. The

groups met over a period of several months

and prepared &tailed assessments. This

process formed the basis for much of the

analysis and many of the recommendations

presented in this chapter.

This fimdarnental reexamination of the

Armed Forces’ organization and structure

involved many serious issues touchkg on the

ve~ existence of major communities within

the Services. Disagreements were to be

expected and, indeed, occurred. But the

~ the Joint Chiefs, and the CINCS

took very seriously the challenge posed by

Congress to conduct a “no holds barred”

approach that had as its primary

consideration not what is right for the

Services or the Department of Defense, but

what is right for America While the study’s

results were discussed at Iength among the

Joint Chiefs of Staff, it was the Chakman

alone, as required by Title X, who uItirnately

decided what to recommend in this report.

Significant changes are recommended

m a number of areas. In others, the current

division of labor should remain as it is today.

In still others, further study is needed before

final recommendations can be made.

UNiFIEb COMMAND Pm

A detailed nwiew of roles, missions,

and functions necessarily involves a review

of the Unified Command Plan (UCP)

&cause MISSIONS are assigned to CINCS,

not to Servim. As discussed in Chapters I

and II, the UCP is what prescrikcs tie

geographic and functional responsibilities of

the combatant CINCS. Since it was fmt

published m 1946, the UCP has been

@ted Rgulariy. Under Title X, as revised

by Goldwater-Nichols, the Chairman of the

Joint Chiefs of Staff is required to review the

UCP not less than every two years for

missions, qibiliti~, ~d force

stxwture, and to recommend such changes

as may be necessary m a repofl through the

Secretary of Defense to the President.

Since the end of the Cold War, we

have been reviewing the plan to ensure it

provides the most eflktive and efficient

command-and-control arrangements for a

changing worid. One recommendation, since

approved by the President and discussed in

Chapter II, was ehination of Strategic Air

Command and establishment of

USSTIUTCOM as a new combatant

C~~ consokiating command of d

strategic nuclear forces under one CINC.

This new joint Navy and Air Force command

was a momentous UCP change and one

which improved command and control of our

entire strategic nuclear arsenal.
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Additional changes to the UCP are

being eX_ including the possibility of

assigning designated forces bmd in the

United States to a single joint command and

consolidating space responsibilities.

Joint Headquarters for
US Based Forces

The unified command structure works

well overseas, where CINCS with a

geographic ma of rmponsibility (AOR)

effectively direct the forces assigned to them

tiorn the Sewiccs in accomplishing a wide

range of missions. In exercising their

combatant command authority, the overseas

CZNCS also have a major impact on the

mdiness of assigned forces in thek theaters.

But tication has never been achieved

in the United States to the same degree as

overseas. While forces based in the United

states are Msignq by law, to one CINc,

many are =igncd to overseas CINCS and

have limited opportunitiesto train jointly

with the overseas-based forces they would

join for mi.bry operations in crisis or war.

This lack of an appropriate joint

headquticrs to oversee Semite forces based

m the Continental Unites Stat- (COMJS)

has alwa@ been considered a probl~ and

the Joint Chiefk of Staff have twice tied to

fi it. US Strike Command (USSTRICOM)

was activated in 1%1 to provide unified

control over CONUS-based Army and Air

Force units, kitiy, STRICOM W= @Wll

no regiondl responsibilkim but was assigned

functional responsibilities to provide a

general reserve for reinforcement of other

uniikd commands, train assigned forces,

develop joint domine+ and plan for and

execute contingency operations as ordered.

Later, STRKOM was given geographic

planning responsibility for the Middle East,

South Ai% and A&a south of the Sahara.

In attempting to fulfill its functional

responsibilities as a miner and provider of

forces, STRICOM !kquentiy collided with

the Sewius’ authority under Title X to

organize, trti and equip forces.

In 1971, STRICOM was replaced by

US Readiness Cornmand (USREDCOM),

whose mission was what STR.ICOM’Shad

been origidy functional reqxmsibility for

training and providing forces, with no

geographic area of responsibility. REDCOM

cxpxiencd some of the same Semite

resistamx as its predecessor m Mfilling its

assigned training responsibilities.

Over time, REDCOM was given

additional fictional responsibilities,

including a requixernent to plan for and

provi& Joint Task Force headquarters and

forces for contingency opmtions m areas

not assigned to ovencas CINCs. What

began as the Rapid Deployment Joint Task

Force (RDJTF) eventually grew into a Nw

combatant command, US Cennal Command

(CENTCOM). The Goldwater-Nichols Act

of 1986 directd that REDCOM’S missions

and functions be reviewed in light of
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CENTCCMS creation. REDCC)M W=

subsequently disestablished as the result of a

combination of factors, not letit of which

was that our strategy depended more on

fonvard deployment and basing than on

CONUS-based forces to contain Soviet

expansion.

Today our strategy has changed, and

we’ve reached a Ievel of joint maturhy that

makes it possible to address once more the

need for uni.fid command over designated

CONUS-based forces. As OIH foward

presence declines, it is more important than

ever that our for=s & trained to operate

jointly -- not just for occasional exercises,

but as a way of lifb. Our new strdegy

&mands forces that are highly skills

rapidly deliverable, and fid.ly capable of

operating effectively as a joint ~

immediately upon arrival.

A joint headquarters would facilitate

the identificado~ trainktg, prepantion, and

rapid response of designated CONUS-based

‘orces currently under the by’s Forces

hnmand (FORSCOM), the Navy’sAtlantic

a“leet (LANTFLT), the Air Force’s Air

Combat Command (ACC), and the Marine

Coqls’ Marine Forces A1.hltiC

-OR++NT1. The time has come to

merge these forces into a combatant

command whose @nci@ pllIpOScW be to

ensure the ~ &ain.ingand jQD.Ireadiness

of our response forces. With force packages

already accustomed to operating jointly, their

deployment will be expedited Overseas

CINCs will G able to focus more on in-

theater operations and less on deployment

and readiness concerns.

In addition to developing joint force

packages for overseas CINCS, ti new

combatant command could also be assigned

certain other fictional msponsibilitiw,

including

Q

Q

Q

Q

o

Undertaking principal rqxmsibility for

support to United Nations peacekeeping

operations and @g units for that

purpose.

Assisting with the response to namral

disasters in the United States and other

requirements for military suppon to civil

authorities when requested by State

Governors and as directed by the

Presiderm

Planning for the land defense of CONUS.

Improvrng joint tactics, techniques, &d

prcm.dureso

Recommending and testing joint

doctrine.

After Several approaches to

constituting the required joint headquarters

were ex+ the conclusion was that US

Atlantic c ornmand (USLANTCQM) is

particularly well suited to assume this new

missiom

~ It is an existing CONUS-based joint

headquarters.

Q It already has a component telalionship

with FORSCOM, LANTFLT, ACC, and
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MARFORLANT.

Its Cold War missio~ to defend the

Atlantic sea lanes and undefic

offensive mval operations against the

Soviet Union, has fundamentiy

changed. While continuing to perform a

vital NATO missiou it has the capacity

to undectake

m keeping

strategy.

this additional rcsponsibil@

with the revised rnilhuy

Its geographic AOR, although large,

presents only a modest warfighting

challenge. The command can probably

handle additional functional

responsibilities.

ornmander m Chief ofThe C

LANTCOM (CXNCLANT) MO has NATO

responsibilities m his dual role as Supreme

AIlied c ommander Atlantic (SACLANT).

Given responsibility for rntegradng joint

force packages, LANTCOM would be better

able to tailor forces to reinforce our

European presence under any cob-

that might arise.

Under this recommendadoq

LANTCOM would shift from a

ptio~y naval headqumcrs to a mom

balanced combatant command headqmters

and might be renamed to reflect more Mly

its new focus. Its Commander m Chief

would become a nominative position which

could be filled by any Service.

The’ Amy’s FORSCOM would no

longer rcquim “specified” status as a single-

Service command reporting directly to the

President and Secmq of Defense. With

this change, the term “specified” would be

retied, and all forces would belong to a joint

team. The Senices wouId retain their

Tkle ~ responsibilities, but training and

deploying designated CONUS-based forces

~ would be the mission of this

expanded CINC. UnKcation of the Armed

Forces, which began m 1947, would at last

be complete.

RECOMMENDATION: coNus-

based forces of FORSCOM, LANTFLT,

ACC, and MARFORLANT should be

combined into one joint command.

LANTCOM will lx responsible foc joint

training, force packaging, and facilitating

deplopents during crises; supporting UN

peacekeeping operatiow, and providing

assistance during natural disasters.

space

Since the 1950s, the United States us

developed a highly capable and complex

infrastructure for the Iaunch and control of

space vehicles and systems. me Army,

Navy, and Air Force have all been involved

in various aspects of the national space

program. h Force ICBM programs

provided a number of the nation’s early space

launch vehicles, while the Amy actively

develcpd rocket motors and anti-ballistic

rnissik and the Navy orbited geophysical



and navigaricmalsatellites.

This broad-based Semite involvement

m space programs was largely a result of the

urgency of the cffoxt -- the Soviet Union’s

launching of Sputnik in 1957 during the

height of the Cold War threatened long-term

Soviet dominance in space. In response, the

United States brought together the

capabilities of its milhary Services and other

agencies and the US space program was abk

to move rapidly forward in the 1950s and

1960s, achieving dramatic advances in

communications, intelligence gathering, and

space exploration.

Although the majority of space

functions today reside within the Air Force,

all the Services, plus US Space Command

and several Defense agencies and

organizations, are involved m space

activities, inckding research and

development, acquisition, testing, training,

and operations. USSPACECOM,

headquartered m Colorado springs,

Colorado, is assigned combatant command

of US forces providing warning and

assessment of a bomber or missik attack on

the United States. In SdditiO~ CINCSPACE

supports other ~Cs by ensuring that space

oprations a@ warning requirements are

supported.

CINCSPACE is also Commander of

the North American Aerospace Defense

Command (NOMD), the US-Canadian

command that provides air defense of the

North American continent. CINCSPACE

ca.nks out his’mission through three Sem_ice

component commands: Air Force Space

Command at Petersen Air Force Base,

Colorado Springs, Colorado; Naval Space

Command at Dahlgren, Viig-h@ and An-ny

Space Command at Colorado Springs,

Colorado.

Even with che Cold War over, our

national security depends on a robust space

capability. But we can no longer afford to

allow multiple organizations to be involved

m similar, independent space roIes and

functions.

A number of improvements are

undenvay to streamline spats organization

and systems and eliminate unnecessary

overlap. CINCSPACE recmly consolidated

selected SPACECOM, NORAD, and M

For= Space Command (AFSPACECOM)

staff functions, and mmbined their

operations centers. National system program

offks, the Strategic Defense Initiative

Organization (SDIO) and the Defense

Abanced Research Projects Agency

(DARPA), are woding on a ~ )gram to

exchange information on various techmiogy

developments. The newest national space

sullit? system W consolidate two existing

systems+permitting the closure of six ground

stations and consolidation of operations at

one site. Other near-term consolitiions

include combining existing space suneilkmce

and sPace defense operations centers into a

single control center at SPACECOM.
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organizationally, the Joint chiefs of

Staff agreed m 1991 to “dual hat”

CINCSPACE as Commander,

AFSPACECOM, which led to a reduction in

personnel and support costs. However, it is

time for an even twlder change to be

evaluated: assignment of the space mission

to STIWTCOM and elimhathn of

SPACECOM. As this concept k stuU,

several important issues must be ackkssed.

Under this proposal, after appropriate

consultation with the Canadians, the

c ommander of AFSPACECOM would

assume command of NOR4D m Colorado

springs. AFSPACECOM would ilkO

operate all space systems under

CINCSTRATS Command Small AIXTlyand

Navy components would be assigned to

CINCSTFUT and would be represented m

space program Offices to ensure space

systems were deveIoped to support all

Sewiccs’ needs. Personnel bm ail Setices

would also be assigned to a Joint Space

Planning St@ within S’IRATCOM. Under

this plw the Air Force would be respomible

for development of Iimre ditary space

SyStcrIIs.Such m 0rgiU3htiOll WOIddensm

Service-unique requirements for, and us= of,

space were properly represented and that

Services and CINCS had trained pasonnel

with the howkdge to fbIly exploit the

capabilities of space systems.

Other changes would include

designating the Air Force as the lead Sake

to coordinate with NXA on LANDSAT

remote etuth sensing operations, and

consolidadng DOD’s functions at NASA into

a single organhtion under AFSPACECCN4.

To streamline * salellite

communications operations, all operational

rcspnsibilitb for the l%fense SateIlite

communications System (DSCS) will

mmsfcr tim the Defense Information

Systems Agency to the &x Force.

RespnsibiMies for the Navy’s Fleet Satellite

ComrnunicationS (FLTSATCOM) system

will also mnsfer to the Air Force. Both

DSCS and FLTSATCOM will mnai.n under

the combatant command of CINCSTRAT.

Under this proposed a.mangement,

mq@emcnt.s for space systems would

continue to be submitted by the CINCS,

Services, or agencies to the JROC for

vaii&tiom Day-to-day requirements for

~tiOIld spu SyS@IlSUWOfiwould &

submitted to CINCS’TMT,

Such a cmsolidation would consemc

msou.rccs and dminate a substandal number

of positions. In additi~ it could improve

warfighting support km space, allowing an

increase in operational effectiveness,

efficiency, and interoperabilily while

mimdnhg joint Service expdse and joint

Opemtiorlal f-s.

RECOMMENDA~ON: A review

will be conducted to determine if the space

mission should be assigned to STFL4TCOM,

and if USSPACECOM should be eliminated.
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DEPOT MAINTENANCE
CONSOLIDATION

Most eqyipment purchased and

opertied by the Department of Defense

requires maintenana throughout its useful

m. me required maintenance may be as

simple as a routine oil change. The most

complex work involving overhauls; the

complete rebuild of parts, assemblies or

subassemblies for weapons systems and their

components; and other jobs beyond the

technical abilhy of individual units is the

responsibility of each Service’s depot

maintenance system. Depot maintenance is a

vast undertaking, employing about 130,000

civilians and 2,000 milirmy personnel at 30

major facilities. The Semites collectively

spend about $13 bilhn a year to rebuil~

refit, and maintain over 700,000 different

major items of equipmenL

Four separate systems have been sized

and organized to meet four Semioes’ needs in

a global war, each largely independent of

other Services’ capabilities, With the shift in

strategic focus to regionaI conflicts of

shorter expected duratiou and the

accompanying reduction m the size of our

rnilhuy forces, the collective DOD depot

maintenance’ system can be reduced and

restructured. Significant savings are possible

by elimimu@ excess capacity, and duplicate

capability and investments.

In Septimber 1992, the Chairman of

the Joint Chiefs of Staff chartered a special

group, consisting of retired senior officers

from each Service and a senior

representative fmm industry, to study the

depot maintenance system and identify the

best way to scale down excess capacity and

reduce costs without degrading the M.@ to

meet current or future peacetime and

wartime needs.

The study concluded that:

The current DOD depot management

structure has not substantially reduced

capabilities or capacity. There is

currently 25 to 50 5?0 more

capacity than will be needed

future.

Umecessary duplication

depot

m the

exists

throughout the individual semi= depots,

espedly when viewed across Service

boundaries.

Closure of seven or eight of the thirty

milimry depshthetitieprn

reducing excess apaciry and

sulxxantirdly reducrng long-term costs.

‘Ihe most effective way to close depots is

through the overall DOI) effort to cIose

or consolklate excess rniliq bases and

facilities, a process overseen by the Base

Rerdignment and CIOSure (BRAC)

Commission.
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Closure of depots involves substantial

upfront expenses, but if the study proposals

are implemente~ savings of $400Ni to

$600M per year are achievable when all eight

depots are closed.

The study group also identified three

options for consolidating management of

depot maintenance: &signation of a SeMce

executive agent for each major commodity,

consolidation of all depot rnaintenan=

activities under a single Defense

Management Agency, or creation of a Joint

Depot Maintenance Command to oversee

and administer all depot-level maintenance.

It was the study group’s view that a Joint

Depot Maintenanx Cornrnan~ with the full

authori~ to organh current depots as

approved by the Joint Chiefk of Staff, would

produce the greatest opportunity= for

efficiency and matching depot capacity wit-h

future reqllirermts.

nle Chailmm of the Joint Cbiefi of

staff fomvarded this recommendation to the

Secretary of Defense. As a result, the

services were directed to prepare integmtd

assessments outlining their commendations

for depot closures and management

consohiatkms m time for the BRAC

Comrnisrion’s Wberations which will occur

earfy m 1993. still under review is the

group’s recommendation to create a Joint

Depot Maintenance command

Tle concept contained within the study

group’s recommendation could have broader

applications. Currently, there are a number

of combaf support agencies, such as the

Defense Information Systems Agency and

Defense Nuclear Agency, that are subject to

the direction and control of civilian Omc&

within the Office of the Secretary of Defense

but retain, under Tide X, a principal task o

providing operational support to the

Wadighting CrNcs.

A case can be made that some of these

combat suppofi agencies, which are so vita

to our warfighting needs, would work more

effectively and efficiently as joint commands

supervised by the Chairman of the Joint

Chiefs of StaH and the Joint Staff. For

example, the Defense Information Systems

Agency could become a Joint Information

systems c ommand. his concept will be

explored m mo~ depth m the next report to

Congress on combat support agencies due m

1993.

RECOMMENDATION: Consider

establishing a Joint Dept Maintenance

c ommand to rcdmx and restructure depot-

level maintenance by 25-50%. Examine

closing 7 or 8 of the 3rr diary depots

which could achieve savings of $400M to

$600M per year after these depots are

closed. Smites recommend depot closures

and consolidations to the Base Realignmen

and Closure Commission.
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AMERICA’SAIR POWER

Aviation has been an important part of

America’s militq capabilities almost fko.n

the moment the Wright Brothers first

achieved manned flight. Initidy employed

as a mh.ry instmment m World War I, by

that wds end m 1918 aircraft were already

txiihg used both to support troops engaged in

battle and to attack enemy targets m rear

areas.

Between the wars, innovative thinkers

m the Army began &veloping more

advanced theories on the use of the airplane

to attack enemy strategic and tactical targets.

The Marine Corps refined its use of air

power, and the Maines’ combined air-

ground team was born, Meanwhile, in the

Navy a group of officers was aqy.ing that

naval aviation and carriers should supplant

the battleship as the Navy’s primary offknsive

arm. As a result of these and other efforts,

by the time Pearl Harbor was attacked in

December 1941, America had two fore=

built around theairplme-the ~&r

Cows and Navy-Marine Corps aviation+

Both proved indkpemabk to victo~ in

World War II. The Amy Air Corps assured

our return to Europe and assisted in the

breakout km the Normandy beaches. In

the Pacific, the Navy’s fast attack cmiers

helped win the war at sea and joined Marine

Corps aviation and Amy ti COTS units *

supporting the arduous island-hopping

campaign from ground air bases. By war’s

end, the eff~eness of strategic bombing

and the advent of the atomic bomb made air

power a front runner in the nuclear age.

After the war, the Navy invested m

longer-range aircraft and larger aircraft

carriers to provide world-wide range and

nuclear capability from the sea. With the

proven success of strategic and tacticaJ air

power and the development of the

intercominental-range bombr, the Air Force

was established by Congress and took its

place alongside the other Semicxx in fuMlling

the vital role of global sma.tegicdeterrence.

Shaped and broadened by dramatic

technological advances, the importance of

aviation expanded as the helicopter came of

age, The American milhary first used the

helicopter in Kore& both to get the wounded

wfely to treatment snd to move smalI

numbers of troops. Later, during the war m

Vletn~ the Army and Marines si@cantly

enhamxd their combat fkibility as gumhips

and troop-carrying helicopters we,:

integrated kltO airrobile tits Of Up to

division size.

During the Cold War, OUl

technological superiority and the

demonstrated quality of America’s air power,

both land and sea based, contributed

immeasurably to effective nuclear deterrence.

And had we been forced to defend against a

conventional attack by numerically superior

Warsaw Pact forces, our air power would

have been key to the outcome.
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llle Sa’vita adapted aviation

technology to their quite different

warfighdng dmnains, and m the process gave

their fighting units the lethality, mobility, and

sustainability necessary for the evolving

nature of the modem bdefield. Today, the

fact that all have airplanes and helicopters

causes some to argue that America has “Four

Air Forces,” irnp@ing we have three more

than wc need. In fact, America has only one

air force, the United States Air Force whose

role is prompt and sustained offensive and

defensive air operations, The other Semites

have aviation arms essential to their specific

roles and fimctions but which also work

jointly to project Anerica’s * power.

With its global reach and global power,

the Air Force brings spd, range, and

precise Iethali~ to any pkulning equation.

Our Navy and Marine Corps air bring power

tim the sea, providing ready, visible, lethal,

sustainable, and responsive presence

workiwide, unconstrained by the politics of

access ashore. The aviation elements of

Amy and Marine Corps forces are an

integral part of the unmatched mobility and

lethality that figured so prominently m the

SUCCeSSOf OUI ground Op@iOllS tig

@ration DESERT STORM and that

chracteti America’s modem ground

maneuver forces. Anerica’s air power

makes the prospect of conflict a sobering

consideration for any who would consider

opposing us.

So TM& some argue that we have four

air forces, m rdity each is ~eren~ playing

a unique but complementary role. Together,

the aviation elements of the four Setices

constitute “&nerica’s Air Power. ” It isa

potent cornbinatio~ proven over and over in

combat. It has been developed over the

years through the coqxration and the far-

ranging vision of the Department of Defense,

the Services, and the Congress of the United

States. By creai.ng the US Air Force,

-g Marine COPS Tactical Ar m law,

and supporting carrier aviation and Amy

helicopter progarns, Congress bestowed on

Anerica’s fighdng men and women a force

that has paid for irself repeatedly. Any

American who has ever faced an armed

enemy is grateful for the robust capability we

possess.

America’s air power offers the nation

-endous flediiity m pe=, during crises,

and in war. However, in this period of

changing threats and declining resources, the

aviation fou structure that was phmned m

y- past must be reevahated. Recognizing

that the acquisition phm for major aviation

programs mqui.ms more resources than wiIl

likely be available, a review was conducted

to determine if some air missions could be

reduced or deleted; if existing aircrafl, such

as strategic bombers, could also perform

other assignments; and if certain missions,

performed by more than one Service, could

be combined
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While America’s air power has made a

mignifhnt contrition to oux nation’s

security, we recognize that it will be smaller

m the future. The Semites, in reducing the

types and numbers of aircraft, will emphasize

only those programs which conrnbute the

most to satisfying the national mandate for a

&cisive fighting force m the air at a

minimum burden to the American taxpayer.

With the necessaxy reductions in aircraft

inventory, there are now also opportunities

to make reductions in support systems, such

as training, maintenance, and testing.

The following recornmeda.tions on

shaping America’s air power for the future

reflect the realities of a new securhy

environment, exploit opportunities offered by

advancing technology, and preseme required

Capabfities. These recommendations cover

broad areas of direct warfighting concern,

such u continental air defems.e, close air

support, and airborne command and control.

l%ey also address Suppol?illg capabilities

such as flight training and inventory

management.

—

Continental Air Defense

Theairdefense of the North American

Continent is the responsibility of the North

American Aerospace Ikfense Command

(NORAD), a US-Canadian military

orgtition whose mission is to control

sovereign airspace, provide warning, and

respond as required to enemy air or missile

attack.

A dedicated force of more than 180

aircmfi m welve Air National Guard

squadrons currently pdorms this NORAD

mission. These F-15 and F-16 interceptor

aircraft operate thm 14 bases nationwide.

The mission emerged during the Cold

War, and the force was sizd to intercept the

Soviet Union’s long-range bomber force if it

attacked fiotn over the North Pole. Over the

past several decades, the interceptor force

has maidned a 24-hour-aday vigil, which

it continues to M day, supetbly defending

America against any potential threat from

enemy airmfk Nowthat the threat has

largely disappeared we sirnp~ no longer

need such a large, dedicated continental air

defense force.

Significant savings in manpower and

operating costs can be achl:ved by

ehinating or sharply reducing dedicated aix

defense forces and taking a new approach to

the mission. Already, approximately 30

squadrons of general purpose fighters are

leaving the Air Force due to thr decreasing

threat. In light of the US-Soviet agreement
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to take long-range strategic bombers off aIert

and the reductions called for m the START I

and U treaties, it is now possible to go

further. General purpose and training forces

horn the Active and Reseme components of

the Services can absorb today’s continentid

air defense rnissio~ perhaps m its entirety.

Flying from approximately 60 air bases m the

continental US (CONUS) and MA%

intercept-capable air- cart cover

NORAD’S 14 alert sites spread throughout

the United States. This will provide an

ample force for the day-today air

sovereignty mission.

As part of the next budget

deliberations, we will determine how best to

implement this recommendation. The actual

savings resulting born this initiative will

depend on the disposition of tiected units

and bases. Options range fkorn inactivating

units dedicated to continenttd air defense to

reassigning them to another part of the Air

Force.

This recommendation encompasses a

major change in the way we perform the

important mission of providing for the

nation’s defense and air sovereignty. It

recognizes snd responds to changes m the

threat m a way that expIoits _

capability’a, yet reduces costs.

RECOMMENDATION: Elimime

or sharply reduce the force dedicated to this

mission. Assign to existing Air For*, Navy,

and Marine Cop general purpose and

training squadrons.

Theatet Air Interdiction

The US dim on kind- and sea-based

attack aircraft, long-range bombers, cruise

missiles, and surfaw-to-surface missiks to

conduct interdiction. TI-mmerti interdiction

(TAO describes offensive aerial actions

intended to attack erwmy forces deep within

theix own territory before they can engage

our forces. This section will address the

attack aircraft and timber portions of our

TAI force. Attack aircraft are multi-mission

and contribute high sortie rates and tactical

agility to TAI as well as other mission arem.

Coming from both land and sea, tiY

complicate an enemy’s air defense pbnning.

Long-range bombers offer large payload and

global reach. Both ~s of aircraft can carxy

a wide variety of weapons. Our forces are

deliira!ely structured to overwhelm an

adversary *m all directions, day and night,

ensuring decisive victory while minhking

our own losses. Responsive, effective air

interdiction is a “must have” for America and

irs auies.

A number of factors can improve the

effectiveness of ‘TAL

Q First, deploying forces fom~d

substantklly reduces the cost of theater

air interdiction.

Q second “stealth” aircraft are essential to

destroy critical, highly defended targets

early in a conflict. An adequate force

with stealth capabilities allows a smaller

number of aircmft to attain a much
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higher probability

with fewer losses.

Third, advanced

of mission success,

precision guided

munitions (PGMs) have a dramatic

impact on interdiction effectiveness. The

number of aircraft required to achieve

mission objectives increases ~y

when adequate PGM

available.

Fmal.ly, lxmbers

inventories arc not

with upgraded

conventional systems offer advantages

and capabilities that could reduce attack

aircraft requirements m certain conflict

scenarios.

There are a number of observations

that have been made concerning the

composition of the theater air interdiction

force.

Strategic bomlms, previously dedicated

to Cold War nuclear missions, are now

available to support theater air

interdiction operations.

The long-range bomber force should be

capable of deliverirlg advanced

conventional precision-guided munitions

(PGMs).

Bombers can be espe@llv effective in

the eadyf days of a short-notice conflict

where deployrwnt of CONUS-based

attack aircraft has yet to occur. In such

cases, bombers can reduce aircraft

requirements. In oper: ions such as

DESERT SHIELD/STORM, where

adequate buildup of attack aitcrafi

occurred #rior co the commencement of

hostilities, bombers may not be as critical

to the TAI effort.

Basing makes a critical difference.

Sufficient numbers of land- and sea-

based bomber and attack aircraft need to

be fommrddeployed or rapidly

deployable to provide a quick response

to short-notice crises.

Stealth teduces aircraft losses. AS these

high technology aircraft are procured, a

smaller total number of bombers and

attack aircraft are required. Stealth also

increases the likelihood of destroying

critical targets during the early days of

amflict when enemy air defenses are

intact.

PGMs reduce losses, and their

remarkable accuracy drives

numlxr of airmafi required

damage objectives during

operations.

down the

to achieve

interdiction

Theater air interdiction should continue

to be ~uried out using a mix of lxmbers and

attack aircraft and modernizing current

systems or replacing them as necessary. The

~&dhY and sun’iv~d.ity of attack aircraft

should be improved through upgrades to

sensors and weapons dclivety systems. The

bomber force should be moddied to give it a

more effective conventional capability for the

air interdiction task. All manned tiCdt

would also benef5t tim more PGMs. In the

determination of total aircraft required for
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theater air irttcrdiction, it is necessary to

consider the contributions of both bombers

and attack aircraft.

RECOMMENDATION: Sufficient

numbers of land- and sea- based bombers

and attack aircraft need to be fonvard-

deployed or rapidly deployable to provide

quick response to short-notice crises.

Strategic bomlxrs, previously dedicated to

Cold War nucbr missions, are now

available to support TM Therefore, in the

determination of total aircraft required for

TAI+ it is necessary to consider the

contributions of both bomks and attack

aircraft.

Close Air Supped

Perhaps no aspect of roles and missions

has spawned more debate Srncs the Key

West Agrexrnent than the question of close

air Supporl (cAs). CIose air support,

according to the definition @ to among

the Semites at Key West, is “Air action

against hostile targets which are m close

proximity to friendly forces and which

require detailed integration of each air

mission with the fire and movement of those

forces.”

~’e most recent review of close air

support reached many of the same

conclusions as the 1989 Chairman’s repofi

on roles and missions, Uf primary

importance is the need to keep the issue of

w provides CAS separate from which type

I

1

1

of aircrail wll perform the function.

As this nxiew proceeded,

became clear that close air support

it also

must Ix

the business of all the Armed Forces -- all of

America’s avkion elements can and must be

prepared to support troops on the ground.

With these thoughts in mind, and with the

intenaon of clarifyhg responsibilities and

ending unproductive controversy, several

changes axeproposed.

When the Key West Agreement was

signed, attack helicopter didn’t exist; the

CAS defhition therefore applied only to

fixed-wing aircraft, and it has always been so

construed. Today’s highly capable attack

helicopters can provide timcIy and accurate

t%e support to ground troops engaged m

battle, as they did in DESERT STORM.

While this robust capability m fact adds

to the close air suppofi figh4 it has never

been recognized m the CAS definition and is

therefore not embedded m Service doctrine.

By qdating the &!5nition of CAS m a way

that captures all modem capabilities, a

foundation for necessary doctrinal changes

can be established. Basic joint publications

will be changed to reflect this expanded

definition and appropriate chnges in Service

doctrine will follow.

These doctrinal adjustments will ensure

that CAS is available to ground commanders

when needed, while allowing the theater

commander the flexibility to emqioy the best

pltionn for the mission theater-wide. The
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integration of fixed-wing aircraft and

helicopters for CAS will allow commanders

at all levels to take advantage of the

distinctly different, but complementary,

capabilities of each type of platform. Each

Service will be assigned a prirnaxy fiction

for CAS, but will specialize in the type for

which it is currently structured. To effect

this change, recommend Semite functions be

realigned as follows:

c1

Q

Q

a

Air Force -- RirnaIy: Provide flxed-

wing CAS to the Army and other forces

as directed. Collateral: Provide fixed-

wing CAS to amphibious operations.

Navy -- Primary: Provide fied-wing

CAS for the conduct of naval campaigns

and amphibious operations, Collateral:

Provide fixed-wing CAS for other land

operations.

Marine COWS- Primary: Rovide fixed-

and rotary-wing CAS for the conduct of

MVal campaigns and amphibious

operations. Collateral: Rovide fixed-

and rcmuy-wi.ng CAS for other land

operations.

Amly - l%rluuy Provide rotary-wing

CAS for land operations. Collateral

Provide rotary-wing CAS to naval

campaigris and amphibious opuions.

To get the most out of CASwapablc

fixed-wing aircraft and helicopters, CAS

procedures at the tactical level need to be

Standardked. Existing procedures for

requesting and controlling CAS are

predornknard~ Scrviu-~cialized, The

command and control systems and associated

terminology also vtuy greatly across Setice

and CINC line.. These procedural

difference, spread throughout the command

and control system, magn@ doctrinal

differences and conrnbute to

misunderstandings about Semite

commitments to, and effectiveness of, CAS.

It is essential that CAS capable aircraft

be fully incorportied into joint operations,

To ensure uniformity of execution, a

standardized, joint procedural and control

system is being developed. An executive

agent will be designated to create a

centralized training program for all officer

and ed.isted specialists charged by Service

doctrine with integmtiori of all fim support,

including CAS, mval gunfire, and artillery,

Whh these changes m doctd.ne,

procedures and training, CAS issues will no

longer center around which Semite stands to

gain or lose the most, or the doctrinal

implications of ck Ages to traditional roles,

missions, and fincdons. Only one issue

really counts+ and that is how to ensure that

Anwrican troops, locked in combat with the

enemy, get all the fire support they need.

RECOMMENDATION: Include

attack helicopters as CAS assets and realign

and chrify functions and doctrine to include

CAS as a pximary mission mea for all

Senices.
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Marine Corps Tactical Ah

Marine fixed-wing combat aircrafl are

an integral element of the MAGTF and

perform four tasks: offensive air support,

anti-air warfare, cIec@cmic warfare, and

reconnaissance -- all of which have as their

P* PIUFW the support and protection
of Marines on the ground, whether

indepen&ntly or as part of a joint force.

Marines train and fight as a combined arms

air-ground team and rely heavily on the

support time aircraft provide. In an

expxiitionary operation, once a.ittields m

established ashore, most of the Marines’

supporting fipowcr is provided by Marine

Air. This “airborne arlillcry” provides

critical fmpower to the ground commander,

giving him a powerful force multiplier in

combat operations.

Support of Marines and other forces

ashore is often only avaihble from carrier-

based air power. Marine aiscraft are mrricr-

c-apable andshare with Navy aircmfta

common procutwnent system d common

maintenanu training. AdditiOdy, Marine

tied-wing combat &craft have been

designed to allow them to operate fiorn

austere expeditionary sites m situations

WhCrCAir Force units lack the required base

Mastruckue, where adequate sea-based

support k unavailable, or where the

combination of Navy and Marine combat air

can increase the sortie rate for aircraft

supporting ground forces.

Like’ other Arncrits of “America’s Air

Power,” Marine aviation is restructuring to

meet the needs of the fimre. The fixed-wing

aircraft inventory will drop horn nine types

of aircrafl to four, simplifying maintenance

and SUppOrt. The number of F/A-18

squadrons is being reduced, and the number

of AV-8BS is being reduced by a quamr.

These changes alone will result m significant

sswings in force structure, equipment, and

operating costs.

Beyond reducing manpower and

equipment, greater emphasis will be placed

on joint and combined operations and on

funk developing capabilitim nqui.red m the

complex operating environment of the

“littoral” or coastal regions, While the

Marine Cotps will retain its unique capability

to operate tiorn the sea and horn austere

sites ashore, and will continue to provide the

primary aviation combat element of its

combined asms team, Marine Corps

squadrons will deploy more frequently

a@=d Navy ships. Navy squadrons wiH

sharpen their focus on littoral warfare and

tailor their force structure more toward

power projection and the support of forces

ashore.

The Marine Coq?s has always been at

the forefront in integrating ground and air

elements into an effective fighting force. The

unique structure of the Marine Corps is an

essential element of the National Military

strategy.
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RECOMMENDATION: Marine

corps tactical akcraft are an integral part of

the Marine air-ground team and should not

be eliminated. Marine Corps aircraft w-illbe

reduced from nine to four aircraft types and

deploy more ii-equently aboard aircraft

carriers.

Flight Training

During the Cold War, America’s

nationaI security requirements led to the

development of several organizations to train

flight crews for the four militaxy Semites and

the Coast Guard. While some reduction of

these training organizations has already

occurred, significant capacity still exists

beyond what is needed for the years ahead.

Reductions in excess capacity can be

achieved when training is combined or

consoiidat~ which is practical when

Semites can use the same type of aircraft in

Silllik phases of training. such

consolidation .neduces costs through use of

common maintenance and training facilitk,

and management organizations. The advent

of new training aircmft and hdicoptcm to be

used by all SeMces, together with phmned

reductions in p.nat training requirements,

means we now have an oppommity to

consolidate OUK~ training pm-

fim.her.

Curm@y the Army, Navy, and Air

Force each operate their own initial or

undergraduate flight naining program using

12 bases and various types of aircraft.

Because of commonality inherent in cma.in

potions of this training, some consolidation

has already taken pIacc. Two Services

(Navy and Air Force) provide all fimxl-wing

akraft pilot and navigator training, and two

Semites (Army and Navy) provide all

helicopter training. Two training bases, one

Navy and one Air Force, were closed m

1992.

Flight training is divided into two

major phases, an introductory or primaq

phase that teaches basic skills and an

advanced phase that integrates these skills

and introduces the student pilot to mihary

flying techniques. FOXthe primary phase,

training goals are similar for all Semites. To

take advantage of this commonality of

purpose, all Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps,

and Coast Guard flight stu&nts will begin

training using a common fixed-wing training

aircmft that is being jointly developed. At a

specified point, pilots wiU be selected for

Service advanced training m one of four

specfic follow-on specialties or “tracks”:

Navy Fighter/Attack, Air Force

FighterlBomber, Navy and Air Force

Tankerflranspor@&ritirne Patrol, or

Helicopter. While the 1991 Joint

Intemervice Training Review Organization

(1’I’RO) report provided analysis that

helicopter training consolidation would not

III-18



provide cost savings, a workable alternative

may be to provide a common helicopter for

basic helicopter training for all setvices,

Continued study is warranted for both

consolidation of helicopter training arid

development of a common training

helicopter,

This initiative will reduce costs W

combining flight trainkg at the minimum

number of installations and by reducing the

types of aircraft flown. Training advantages

and cost reductions will be gained when all

activities are collocated, while still affording

the Semites a means for selecting students

for advanced flying tracks and teaching

Semite-unique skills such as shipboard

huldings.

~e objective is to hWc this training

consolidation plan fully implemented by the

year 2000. Near-term objectives are as

fouows:

Q A joint Semite team will meet in eariy

1993 to pkm this transition and determine

both costs and savings. l%is team will

also oversee the &vclopment of training

curricuIa to suppmt consolidation

Q Beginning in 1993, flight instructors from

the Services will be exchanged to provide

first-liand experience and ident@ factors

that may impact milling consolidation.

A limited student exchange will folIow

after training curricula have been

developed and implemented.

O Tanke~jTramport/Maritirne Patrol

training consolidation is expected to

begin in 1994 at Reese Air Force Base,

Texas after transition planning is

completed by the Joint Service tcamq

Eventually, Navy students selected for

Maritime Patrol training will complete

their entire undergraduate training at one

location.

Ci By the end of 1994, the Navy and Air

Force will have developed joint primary

training squadrons at two locations. If it

is cost effective, Navy, Marine Corps,

and Coast Guard helicopter training will

be moved fim PensacoIa to Fort

Rucker.

With these steps, quality flight crews

will & trained at reduced cost. Further

initiatives, beyond those outlined above, may

also be possibk.

Since curricda of the two existing test

pilot schools are similar, the Services will

also explore the possibility of joint test pilot

training at a single location. costs to

operate this program might be reduced

through collocation of training assets and

consolidation of selected parts of the

academic and flying programs.

By altering the traditional approach to

those portions of flight training where the

Semites share similar goals, and by

undertaking sensible changes in this area, the

high quality of “America’sAir Power” will be

I sustained at reduced cost to the &nerican
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taxpayer.

RECOMMENDATION: Consolidate

Navy, Maine Corps, Air Force, and Coast

Guard initial fied-wing training, and

transition such training to a common primary

training aircraft. Consolidate follow+n

flight training into four training pipelines.

(Navy Fighter/Attack, Air Force

Fighter/Bomber, Navy and Air Force

TankerRransporr/Maritime Patrol, or

Helicopter), Determine if it saves money to

move Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard

helicopter training horn Pensacol~ Florida to

Fort Rucker, Alabama.

Aircraft Requirements and
!nventcxy Management

All together, the Semites have more

than 24,000 fixed-wing aircraft and

helicopters of various types in their

inventories, Over the years, abaft

inventories grew with expanding force

S?lUCttKCand increased budgets in response

to the threat hrn a Soviet tnilitq machine

bent on both quantitative ad qualitative

advantage. Each bicc &fined its airmail

requirements and caku.bd rnventory using

its own methodology, terminology, and

philosophy. ,Now, confronted with a much

different worl~ Scmice requirements for

pm *im aircrafl as well as support
aircraft for backup, attrition, testing, and

training are inconsistent, outdated, and m

need of revisiofi

Two emknplm show why a new system

is needed to better measum existing

inventories against the requirements of our

new .nditary strategy, In procuring F-16

aircraft during the 1980s, the Air Force

developed its requirements based orI an

expanding force structure and included

estimates for attrition losses over the F-16’s

entire lifk cycle. By basing production on

these estimates, the Air Force was able to

lower the average “per unit” cost for the

F-16, both for itself and for potential forei~

buyers. However, with force structure

coming down and with attrition rates lower

than pmdicte~ the Air Force finds itself with

more F-16s than its force structure requires.

Congms has contributed to this excess @

continuing to fund F-16 production m recent

defense budgets at rates lxyond that which

was requested. Operations and maintenance

fhnds are baaed on a squadron’s authorized

aircrafl. ‘Ihe Air Force maintains aircraft

above a squadron’s authorized level on the

flight line as “attrition reserve” aircraft.

Attrinon reserve is a category th is not

related to expected attrition and o s which

none of the other Semites use. Keeping this

large resexve of aircmft undercuts the

logistics system because, when an F-16

breaks down, it is easier to simply substitute

another aircraft than to procure spare parts

and do repairs at the squadron or wing level.
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Another example is the by’s

AH-1/AH-@ program, where “WoMd

maintenance” aircraft are kept in the active

inventory even though these aircraft are

incapable of flying. The total number of

flyable aircrafl, therefore, is less than

perceived.

An assessment was conducted to

determine cost savings achievable through

the use of updated DOD terminology and

inventory definitions. The conclusion was

that with common definitions among the

Semiccs for support and backup categories

of aircraft, we could more clearly define

_ aircraft requirements and ensure that

fimds were not spent on maintenance or

rntication of unnecessary aircraft.

The Sexvices are committed to

developing such standard terminology and

inventory definitions. To this end, an

implementation plan will be developed, and

the common methodologies will be used in

upcoming budge~ force structure, and

acquisition management activities.

Adopting a standardized akcraft

inventory system camiea with it several

problems. F~, we may discover that on-

hand quantities of certain aircraft tjqw

exceed cument requirements, forcing us 10

place aircraft in storage and/or cease

ongoing production. Storage and

reclamation programs could reqll~

additional manpower and operating funds.

Ceasing production of particular aircraft has

implications for the health of the defense

industrial b and for America’s abilhy to

com~te m forvign markets. Second,

changes m inventory could require more

repair parts at unit level and change the way

each Service’s maintenance structure is

organized.

Despite these cautions, standardizing

DOD aircraft terminology and inventory

definitions is a necessary step that will enable

the Semites to more accurately measure

existing inventories against requirements.

RECOMMENDATION: Aircraft

inventory terminology should be

standardized Common definitions among

Semites for all categories of aircrafi will

assure consistent rationale for requirements

and ensure procurement and maintenance

fimds are ordy spent on nemssary aircrafr.

‘II& standardized approach will provide

consistency in the nurnlx of airfhmes

procured.
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CONSOLIDATING COMMON
AIRCIUW

Throughout the Cold War period, the

Servkes pwchased a wide variety of aircraft

designed to meet their requirements. In

some cases the same, or very similar, aircraft

were purchased by more than one Service

because of an established requirement for the

capability that aircraft type could provide.

We have carefully examined these

aircraft common to more than one Semite

looldng for ways to consolidate operations,

maintenance, and training to save funds or

do business more efficiently while preserving

each Service’s ability to perform its required

functions. The results of these studies and

recommendations for consolidation of

common aircraft are presented m the section

that follows.

Ai~orne C~rnand

and Control

The airborne command

fl~t of our strategic nuclear f<

and control

‘Ceshas long

been one of the most visible symbols of the

Cold War. These aircraft, with their battle

stad and sophistic~d CORMllUlliGitiOUS

equipment, were for years regarded as part

of the ultimate “dooms&y machine” whose

prinuuY mission was to initiate the launch of

a retaliato~ nuclear strike. At the height of

ti.~ Cold War, the Air Force operated a fkt

of 39 airborne command post (ABNCP)

EC-135 aircr&t, Specially%onfigurcd for

control of the bomber and intercontinental

ballistic missile legs of the strategic triad.

The Navy had a similar fleet of specially-

rnod&d C-130 aircraft to relay launch

commands to our fleet of ballistic missile

submarines These C- 130s were commonly

known as ‘TACAMO” aircraft, short for

‘me ~arge Wd Move Qut.”

Over the past two years, the Air Force

has more than halved its ABNCP force

Smlcturc. tifltiy, Ody 11 EC-13%

support the cornman~ control, and

communications needs of the Commander m

Chief of Strategic Command

(CINCSTMT). The Navy’s C-13(I

TACAMO fleet has been retired, replaced@

16 modem E-6&.

A review of possible further force

structure reductions in this area ConcIuded

that a total consolidation of Air Force and

Navy functions is possible and appropriate.

‘IIM Navy’s E6A has been chosen as the

common aidkarne due to its extended semiu

life, ability to accommodate a bade staff,

and capacity to handle the communications

upgrades required to provide command and

conlml of all * legs of the strategic triad.

Funds required for modification of the E-6A

will be provided by retiring the Air Force’s

EC-135 and canceling programmed

upgrades, The engineering phase of this

modification program is currentIy undesway.
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This new joint-Semi- A3NCP will

have all the capabilitim of two airhmes for

the price of one. Current plans call for a

joint battle staff to augment the Navy

TACAMO crews on STRATCOM missions.

This manning scheme promotes efficiency in

aircrew training while preserving the

essential jointness of the comman~ control,

and communications element supporting

CINCSTRAT and COnlPOrleIltCOmnlSn&rS.

RECOMMENDATION: Consolidate

the Navy and Air Force aircraft and

functions into the Navy’s E-6A program.

The Air Force EC-135 program will be

eliminated and csndlation of its planned

upgrades will iimd transition into the E-6A.

Combat Search artd Rescue
(C$AR)

Fig and rescuingdowned flight

crews or other forces qpcd W enzrny

lines is a task of the greatest importance.

our CsAR cqMMity has improved

substmtially over the past several decades as

helicopters became more capable and the

Armed Forces began to use this newly-

acqukcd vertical lift capability to rescue

downed aircrews where extraction by other

means was not possible.

FirstentpIoycdduringtheKorean War,

helicopter rescue operations expanded in

capability and complexity in Viemam Land-

and sea-based heiicoptem, escoxtcd @

fighters and other support airmaft, recovered

downed &crews throughout the combat

zone, in many cases snatching them away

from certain capture, l%e importamx of

CSAR operations justified the formtion of

dedicated units trained and equipped for the

task. Despite the success of this approach,

after the war ended, dedicated CSAR units

were absorbed by other tasks and vimally

disappeared fkomthe rnilitaxy force structure.

CSAR tasks were then taken up as a

collateral fh.nctionby the individual Semites.

The Ar Force moderrtimd its Air Rescue

Semite forces, but looked to its special

operations aviation assets for CSAR. The

Navy ernpIoyed its anti-submarine warfare

helicopter and carrier-based assets to

conduct lwth peacetime and combat search

and rescue. ‘The Army and Marine Corps

relied on their existing aviation forces to

perform CSs as did the newly-formed

special @tiOllS Command (SOCOM),

which has specially modified kl.icopters and

fixed-wing aimaftcqmble of

longer-range CSAR operations.

Combat search and rescv-.

have not kept up with joti.

covert or

procedures

operational

doctrine as each Servia independently

developed its CSAR program. During the

Persian Gulf war

pieced together

requirements.

The remedy

develop and train

a CSAR capabili~ was

to meet batdefi!d

for these shortfalls is to

joint CSiWl forces using

the highly capable equipment the Semites

have today or are programmed to buy.
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CSAR capabilities will & created on the

basis of each Swice’s structure, with land-

based and sea-based elements organized

trained, and equipped to work individualityor

together, m accordana with joint doctrine,

employing standardized joint tactics,

techniques, and procedures. l%ese forces

will be tied together m wartime by a Joint

Rescue Center that will control and

coordinate the forces nee&d to meet the

joint force commander’s CSAR needs.

Implementation has already begun. A

series of joint CSAR tactical exercises was

recently completed at Naval Air Station

Fallow Nevada. I&ssons Ieamed from these

exercises and from other recent joint

exercises wili yield important standardized

procedures for all CSAR forces. To further

improve procedures, fbture CSAR exercises

will be developed by the Joint Staff and

incorporated into our exercise program. The

new jointly trained CSAR forces will

emphasize joint capabilities postured to

provide aitical Ii&saving selvice to our

soldiem, saiiors, aime% and marines -

arydlere, anytime.

RECOMMENDATION: All four

Services retain responsibility for CSAR

operations. ,CSAR forces will be equipped

to operate individually or together employing

standardized joint doctrine, tacti~,

techniques, and procedures.

Operational Support Akcrufl

(hrrently “about500 aircraft, operated

by all four Services and the Coast Guard, are

dedicated to @rational Support Airiift

(C)SA) -- the transport of m.ihry psonnel

and high-priority cargo. Over the past few

years, the Services have saved money m this

area by conducting joint aircrew training and

consolidating unit-level and depot

maintenance. However, the size of this

aircraft fleet and the overhp in support

functions compelled us to Iook for ways to

achieve fwther cost-savings in the areas of

operations, training, and logistic support.

The aircraft involved m troop and

cargo transport and VIP movement include

C-9S, C-12S, C-20S, C-21S, C-23S, C-26S,

C-1375, P-180s, and others. Each Service

has its own fleet,

aircraft overa&

components.

predominantly

for a total of 500 OSA

including the Reserve

‘l%ese aircraft are

CONUS-based and

traditionally have been under the o~rational

control of the individual Semites.

The current inw tory, built to support

a giobal war, exceeds what is required for

our regionally oriented strategy. Thecurrent

excess is compounded by the fact that

Congress continues to require the Servica

to purchase OSA aircraft neither nquested

or needed. In the last two years alone,

Congress “added on” funds to the Eefenw

Appropriations Bill for some 15 C-12S, 4

C-20S, 10 C-215, 10 C-23S, 19 C-MS, and

12 P-1805 not requested by DOD.
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Several alternative operations ~d

management schemes were proposed for

operating these aircrafi, hong them were:

contracting out the entire mission to civilian

contractors; consolidating the OSA fleet

under a single command which would

determineschedulingand assume operations

responsibility; and consolidating all assets

under a single Semite which would assume

procurement, logistic, and support

responsibilities.

Further study is necessary to determine

which alternative will provide the best

balance of efficiency and effectiveness. In

the inte~ USTR4NSCOM is improving its

capability to schedule intratheater airiift in

support of wartime taskings. The Joint Staff,

the Services, and TRANSCOM wi13continue

to examine this issue and make appropriate

adjustments as circumstances warrant.

RECOMMENDATION: OSA

aircraft are in excess of wartime needs and

should be reduced TIL4NSCOM wi13

develop the capability to coordinate and

sckdulc intratheater airlifk -“

Atiuck t4ellcepter$

‘h rapid evolution of the attack

heiicopt&r as an integral ekrncm of the

forces engaged m ground maneuver warfare

was underscored during the Persian Gulf

War. The omnipresent attack helicopter,

advancing just above coalition ground

forces, was one of the classic imag= of

DESERT $TORM.

The successfid integration of the attack

helicopter into modem ground operations

can be attributed to two factors. First,

tremendous technological advances have

been made in modem helicopter weapons

systems such as the APACHE (AH-@) and

COBRA (AH-l). Second, the introduction

of these advanced weapons into our aircraft

inventories was accompanied by a revolution

m battlefield tactics. The ground batdefield

has kccome a threedimensiomd battlespace

where the attack helicopter’s advanced

features give the ground commander

unprecedented battlefield visiom mobility,

and striking power.

Both the Army and the Marine Corps

operate attack helicopters u an organic

element of their ground maneuver warfare.

Today, thC= arc 736 AH-64 APACHES and

875 AH-1 COBlU4s in the my, and }24

AH-lW COB~ in the Marine Corps. The

Army is phasing out its older COBRAS as

IJCWAPACHES come off the assembly line,

and plans a fiturc inventory of 811

APACHES and 412 COBRAS. The Marine

Cotps will retain the COB~ for the

foreseeable future and has invested heavily m

upgrading ils air5ame and avionics m order

to keep tie COBRA’s CWabilitieS as near

state-of-the-art as possible until the next

generation of attack helicopter is produced.

The Amy and Marine Corps are planning to

develop and procure a common airframe to

fu.lfdltheir fiture requirements.
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After an extensive review of force

structure and function.aI akematives, it was

found to be inadvisable and impractical to

have one Semite attempt to provide this

organic combat capability for the other. ‘Ihe

demand for constant and integrated training

at the unit level in peacetime -- m order to be

victorious in battle -- precludes alternative

approaches. However, the Semites cm

should, and will Consolidate ti~W and

initial maintenance skiIl training, as described

elsewhere in this report.

Additionally, the Chief of Naval

Operations, the Commandant of the Marine

Corps, and the Chief of Stfi of the kmy

have been asked to review the emerging

requirement for armed helicopters aboard

Navy ships. Thek review will examine theti

Services’ existing force structures, training

flow, and logi.stim infrastructures to

determine the most effective, efficia and

economical way to meet this new

requknent.

RECOMWWDATION: kxny and

Marine Corps retinue to operate attack

hdiCOptCrS. CoiISOlidateS0= *W and

maintenance mining, Develop and procure

common ties to fidfill future

requirement.

GeneraItSupport Helicopter

Cornmensurare with advances m

rotary-wing technology, the helicopter has

grown in irnpollalw as an integml part of

militaq organizations. Its functional utility

and versatility allow our milhary forces to

accomplish a wide vtiety of essential

missions, such as air assault opertiom, anti-

submarine warfare, electronic warfare and

jamming, field artillery aerial obsemation,

reconnaissance, command and control,

medical evacuations, and logistics. Ahhough

ckissd%d as support helicopters, these are

WY ~-d akfiarnes that are an

integral pm of ground maneuver warfare.

Other general support hdicopters are used

for non-Semite specific tasks, such as test

range support, transportation, courier

sexvice, and logistic support. The AmIy

operates the Iargest number, but all Semites

have general support helicopters.

Ways were examined to achieve fimher

c~ in oprations, training, and

maintenance while preserving essential

capabilities.

To this er@ the Services will move

toward consolidating maint~m -g,

simulator training, and maintenance

infrastructure. In addition, overhqqing

muki-Sewice administrative Suppyt

functions m the same geographic regions will

be closely scrutinized. A good example of

an area where consolidation may be possible

is in the Washington DC area whe~ the

Services operate VIP klicopter
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detachments. As part of this effort, a review

will be conducted to consider if the Reseme

components or civilian contractors should

assume some or all of this responsibility.

lhese planned consolidations will

presave the capabilities we require from

general support helicopters while achieving

cost savings.

RECOMMENDATION: Consolidate

maintenance training, simulator training, and

maintenance infrastructure. Study

consolidation of overlapping Semicc supporl

functions within certain geographic areas.

Tactical Airiififlankers --C- 130s
‘Me importance of C-130 tactical airlift

and tanker support to the Armed Forces and

their operations has not &minMwd m the

cument security cnvironmnh From

Operation DESERT STORM to Operations

PROVIDE COMFORT, PROVIDE

RELIEF, and RESTORE HOPE, American

C-130S have &en and wiU continue to be

called on m war and for humanitarian relief

around the wodd

While co@urations and traditional

Seticc-spccillc approaches to functional

requirements have evolved over 30 years,

there are two basic types of C-130S “-

transports (some with special capabilities)

and air-to-air refueling tankers.

To meet tactical airlift and tanker

Suppm requirerunts, the Air Force

currently opales approaely ~

C-130s, th~ Marine Corps 68, the Navy 17,

and the Coast Guard 26. Air Force C- 130s

deploy worldwide for tactical airlift,

humanitarian air@ aerornedical evacuation,

special operations, rel%cling, and other

fUIICtiOtlSand tasks. The primary job of

Marine Corps KC-130 tankers, as part of the

Marine Air-Ground team, is to refuel Navy

and Maine tactical fixed-wing aircraf?. lliey

also have a secondary t~ of refueling

Special Opemtions Forces (SW) and CSAR

helicopters. Navy C-130s provide fleet

seMce and support to the Natiomd

Aeronautic and spa= Administration

(1’L4SA).‘Ilw Coast Guard uses C-130S for

command-and-control communications,

search and ~SCUe operations, law

enforcement, ice operations, and time

eariy waning. ‘l%ese C-130s are aU heavily

tasked.

In reviewing the C-130 force stnxturc,

the objective was to preseme its capability to

perform it9 basic * WhiIe determining if

efficimcies could be ildlkWd by cumbi.ning

~tiO~, ze-~ and support under

one Sefvicc. A DOD C-130 SystenM

Re@rernents Working Group had already

directed that the Air Force remain the sole

acquisition agent for all DOD/USCG C-130

&craft and retain responsibility for all depot-

Ievel maintenance for CONUS-b~@

C-130S. TIM review showed that

consolidating all C- 130s under one Sefice

would not be cost dfkctive, would degrade

efficiency, and would greatly complicate
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management and suppon of these heavily

utilkd assets. & a result, consolidation is

not recommended.

RECOMMENDATION:

Consoli&ting C-130S under one Service

would decrease operational effectiveness,

complicate management and support, and

would not save money.

Jamrner Aircraff

The employment of active electronic

countermeasures against enemy radar and

command-and~ontrol systems, commonly

referred to as “jamming,” has taken on much

greater impotiance as air defense systems

have become more sophisticated. This fact

was amply demonstrated during the Persian

Gulf conflict when Navy, Marine Corps and

&r Force “jammers” severely degraded

Iraq’s air defenses. In DESERT STORM,

the availability of jammer aimraft was a

prerequisite for a strike package to proceed

to the target -- no jammcrs, 10 air strike.

‘I%eresult was an exce@or@y low level of

coalition aircraft losses despite Iraq’s modern

and elaborate air defense network. As air

defense technologies proliferate, this

xqyirement for advanced electronic

countermeasures to support air operations is

LiWy to increase.

The responsibility for providing this

cap@.@ is shard by Naval aviation and the

Air Force. The Navy and Marine Corps

operate 133 EA-6Bs and the Air Force

operates 40 EF-1 llAs. With no plansfor a

totally new jamrner *e until weli into

the next century, the capabilities of both the

EA-6 and the EF-111 must be continuously

upgraded to keep pace with the evolving air

defense threat.

Differenetx m the basic capabilities of

the EA-6 and tie EF-111 are significant.

The EA-6 is optimized for all weather

operations m close suppoti of camier air

wings and Marine Air-Ground Task Forces.

It can also operate from expeditionary

airfields ashore. Its performance

characteristics arc compatible with the Navy

and Marine Corps tactical combat aircraft it

escorts. In contrast, the E&l 11 is a deep-

pctrating, high-speed, long-loiter airframe

with all-weather terrain-following capability

that is designed for “stand-off” jamming.

The similar but speciali.d capabilities of

EA-6s and EF-ills give milirary
commanders a range of options in combat,

complicate any enemy’s ail defense pknning,

and reduce aircraft @tiO~

If, or example, only E&6Bs were in

the rnvemoty, Air Force bombers would be

restricted in the way they could be employed

to attack erwmy targets as part of a “strike

package.” Similarly, if the El?-l11 were the

only jammer aircraft in the inventoq, Naval

carrier power projection capabilities and the

ability to support certain long range Air

Force bomber missions with essential jammer

protcedon would be unacceptably degraded.
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Several alternatives to the present

operational Srrangernents were examin~

with specik emphasis on combat

capabilities, cost savings, mission

responsibilities, ability to operate with other

systems, peacetime training capabilities,

aircrew training, maintenance training, and

all levels of akraft maintenance.

The EA-6 and the EF-111 both derive

great “economies of scale” *m the fact that

they share many components and support

and training procedures with the fleets of

A-6s and F-ills managed by the Navy and

Air Force, ~~tivdy. whCfC possible,

efficiency will be improved by consolidating

operations, basing, training, and lo@tics

support. All jarnmer aircraft will soon be

based at only three locations: Naval Air

Station Whidbey IslanrLWashington Marine

Corps Air Station Cherry Point, North

Carob and Cannon Air Force Base, New

Mexico.

‘Illc feasibility of Consolidating the

almltly programmed system Upglades to

both airmaft w:* also cxatnki. Because of

the extensive engineering modifications that

would be z, changing the EF-111

system to the upgraded EA-6 system would

add mo~ than $1 billion to cu.mentprogram

COStS. Replacing Air Forcc EF-11 IS with

new EA-6s was SISOexamined. Acquisition

costs for additional EA-6 airframes to

completely replace EF-11 1s would exceed

$2 billion.

‘l%eh critical combat suppoti assets

provide our air components added flexibility,

survivability, and effectiveness -- qualities

that will become more impcmant than ever as

overall force levels are reduced. Our plan is

to retain both fleets of ticraft, modified M

necessary to keep p= with technological

advances m the defensive systems of

ptential adversaries worldwide.

RECOMMENDATION: The Simik

but specialize capabilities of all

Navy/Marine Corps EA-6B and Air Force

EF-111 aircraft give rn.Wary commanders

options m combat to reduce aircraft attrition.

Both aircraft should be retained and

upgraded . Consolidating into one airframe

would reduce effectiveness and require.
additional aimraft procurement.

Ekctrmic Surveillance Aircmft

Throughout the Cold War, the

maintenance of robust signals intelligence

(SIGINT) programs to help us understand

the intent of art adversary as menacing as the

Soviet Union was of paramount importance,

‘Ilis was especially true because Soviet

dwtrine called for a massive, short-notice

invasion of Western Europe. Being able to

detect preparations for such an attack well

before it occurred dominated much of

our intelligence-gathering hardware

development. As a result, a capable fleetof

surveillance &craft was developed and

purch=ti. Over time, as these airti were

I integrated into the SeMces, their unique
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capabilities were found to be applicable to

llMtly ~S OfC& and ~Ol@iCtS.

While the end of the Cold War has

reduced the need for systems targeted

spectically against Russh it has actually

intensiikd the need for the kinds of

information these aircraft can provide. The

uncertain nature of future milituy threats

means that our leaders will have to be fully

informed about the intentions of potential

adversaries. The regional focus of our

National Military Strategy has placed even

greater emphasis on intelligence-gathering.

The current situations in Bosni~ Iraq, and

other regions of ethnic, religious, and social

tension underscore the need for these types

of systems.

Providing this information to senior

decision-makers is the job of a small group

of highly speciaked aircmft and their crews.

These unique airframes are the EP-3E

ARIES operated by the Navy and the

RC-135 m JOINT operated by the Air

For=. mere are currently 12 EP-3Es and

14 .C-135S m the rnventoly. m EP-3ES

arc .omebased at Naval Air Station Ag~

Guam and Naval Air Station Rot% Spaim

The RC-135S are homebased at Offut Air

Force Base, ,Nebraska Both Semites have

numerous forwrd operating bases and

deployment sites around the world.

This force structure is barely sufficient

to handle current peacetime requirements.

During Operation DESERT STORM, u

EP-3E and RC-135 aircraft were committed

to the war. & a result, other theater CINCs

had only limited electronic surveillance

aircraft to cover their areas of interest. If

another conflict had broken out, we would

not have had sufficient assets to support our

forces.

The distinctions Mwcen the EP-3E

and the RC- 135 arc significan~ yet their

capabilities are complementary. TIE RC- 135

is principally a strategic srcmwassetwith

the capability to collect signals valuable to

national intelligence agencies. The RC- 135

flies at higher altitudes than the EP-3E,

enabling it to collect certain signals at greater

range. It can also be refuekd while airborne,

which gives it greater endurance.

The EP-3E is principally a tactical

SIGINT asset con@ured to evaluate the

battlefield electronic warfare threat, provide

real-time threat warning, and conduct long-

range radar targeting and analysis. The

EP-3E can operate bm shoner mnways

than the RC-135, with less ground SuppO~

equipment and ikwer personnel. Together,

the two platforms provide military

commanders and civilian leaders with

unmatched airborne electronic

flexibiliq and wplilky.

Several alternatives,

suneillance

inchding

consoli&ting all RC-135 and EP-3E

air5ames under one Service, were examined.

It was found that consolidation would

actually cost more because each Semite is

able to draw on infrastructures already m

pla= to support the Navy’s large P-3 fleet
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and the Air Force’s sizable KC-135 fleet.

These infrastxwtures make the operation and

maintenance of these 26 a.irhnes only a

small fraction of the overall fleet costs.

Efforts will continue to streamline both

programs where it makes sense to do so.

For example, it is recommended that

electronic warfare training and quipent

maintenance be consolidated whcm feasible,

pending the completion of a review by the

DOD-sponsored Airbonw Reconnaissance

Support Program Steering Group. It is also

anticipated that a DOD group wiIl

recommend a common electronic

SUrVCihlCC phfonn be developed and

deployed early in the next centwy.

RECOMMENDATION: Navy

EP-3E and Air Force RC-135 aircmft are

my Committed and should h retained.

rn.hlstructure is already in place to support

the Navy P-3 and Air Force KC-135 ffeets,

of which the EP-3E and RC-135 arc a small

part.

Shaping AvMon forthe 90s

We arc justly proud of America’s air

power. When called upon, our aviation

elements with their WMkd and
compkrr&muy capabilities have perfommd

brillidy. To retain these strengths,

America’s aviation elements must continue to

be shaped to faw the challenges of the 90s.

I
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~ ‘SeCtiOIl has laid Out SOnle initial

observations on how this restructuring

should proceed. In some cases, signitlcant

changes m roles, missions, and functions

have been recommended. In others, tier

review is required. To truly have an impact

on resource allocation, these

recommendations must be factored into

current and future programmatic decisions.

AUareas of aviation will continue to be

examined for unnecessary duplication and

potential cost savings. It is recognized that

there remain a number of contentious issues

that must be addressed - that what has km

provided here is only the beginning of the

process. Recognizing that the acquisition

plan for major aviation programs requks

more resources than will likely be available, a

review must be conducted to ensure they are

brought into balance with the reduced threat

and limited resources.

In the months and years ahead, we wiU

continue to ask ourselves the hard questions

about our aviation inventory, suppom

ti.=tructure, training, and assignment of

roles, missions, and functions. This will

ensure that the aviationelementsof the four

Semites remain a potent force in the fimre.



FORWARDPRESENCE

Since the end of World War II, the

day-today pres me of US forces m regions

vital to US mtional interests has keen key to

avening crises and preventing war.

American forces around the world

demonstrate our commitmen~ lend

credibility to our alliances, enhance regional

stability, and provide a crisis-resqmnse

capability while promoting US influence and

access. In addition to forces stationed

overseas and afloat, forward presence

includes periodic and rotational deployments,

access and storage agmments, combined

exercises, SeCtllity and humanitarian

assistarn, port visits, and military-m-

rnilitary contacts.

Continued engagement m world afhirs

through fomvard presence remains essential

to America’s global interests. Forward

presence is the totaLityof US instruments of

power and influence employed overseas

(both penllrulently and temporarily) to

protect national interests, provide access,

promote valu~, shape events in the best

interest of the United States, and provide the

leading edge of America’s abilhy to respond

to fast breaking c.kes in a region. Forward

presence sfrimgthcns collective engagement

through which the United States works with

its allies and fiends to protect its security

interests, while reducing the burdens of

defense spcndi..g and unnecessary arms

competition. Additionally, the presence of a

highly capabl~military force with a Ml range

of combat power seines as a stabilizing

factor in many regions.

We must also bear m mind that

instability still exists throughout the world --

witness current events m the Balkans, pans

of the former Soviet Union, and Somalia --

and our fonvard-based forces have been and

remain a key un&rpinn.ing to regional and

world stability. During the Cold War, we

executed a strategy of containment with

large numbers of forward stationed forces

and a permanent presence of rotationally

deployed forces in fixed patterns In the new

security environment, we have shifted to a

strategy of cooperative engagement with

smaller levels of forward stationed forces,

flexible deployment patterns, and using the

totality of US capabilities deployed oversas

to participate m forward presence operations

that demonstrate our engagement m the

world.

Forward presence operations include

operational training and deployments,

wcurity assistance, peacekeqing operations,

combating drugs and terroris~ humanitarian

assistance, and protecting US citizens abroad

through noncombatant evacuation

operations. All of this contributes to

regional stability, which supports US

interests and promotes US values abroad.

The challenge now is to meet forward

presen= goals with a smaller presence that,~

still sufficiently flexible and adaptive to

satisfy enduring national security objectives.
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An analysis of requirements revm.ls

four major factors that may affect our

forward presence posture. First, the changed

strategic landscape permits a dramatic but

carefully managed reduction in forward

stationing, worldwide, Second, i%cal

reaIities mean fewer resources will be

available for defense. ‘IMrd, post-Cold War

geopolitical changes require a more regional

fonvard presence capability. Fouxth, the US

Armed Forces have @come a truly joint

force and can complement one another m

peace, crisis, and war.

These four factors led to a conclusion

that further reductions m forward tioned

forces can be made, but that the current rate

of reduction should be maintained. We have

already embarked on a plan to reduce to the

Base Force levels by 1995. Going any faster

would adversely af&t the cohesion and

readiness of the overall force structure.

After 1995, if the situation warrants, tier

reductions in forwaxd-stationed forces could

be considered

As fomutrd stationing is redu=d the

nature of our rnilitary-to-rnilitary contacts

will also change. The European theater h

the potential to be one of the most unstable

areas in the worl~ As the likelihood of

using unilateralmilhary force declirm in this

decade and beyond, our influence will be

exerted through existing multinational

arrangements. J.nEurope, a placewhere US

interests will continue to be focuse~ we

have the most successfid alliance ever

devised. Thisalliance will continue to be the

mechanism through which peace and stability

are maintain~ but only if we remain a part

of the alliance, and only if we maintain a

crediile milktry presenm within it. Even

du.rirzg times of peace, forward presence

enables the United Stares to infiuencz the

emerging democratic process m Eastern

Europeandtheformer Soviet Unionm Ways

that would not be possible from a CONUS-

basedposture.

In the Pacfic region, the key to our

forward presence has been and will remain a

network of largely bilateral security allianaxs

with Japan, the Republic of Korea, Australia+

the Phil@piis, and lhiland -- and

cooperation with other friendty ruuions.

For example, Japan continues to be

America’s key Pacfic ally and the

cornerstone of US forwarddeployed defense

strategy in the Asia-Pacilic region. Our

relationship with Japan affOrdS US forces

geomgi~y acid navali air, and

ground bases on the @phery of the Asian

land mass. Despite the bmkup of the Soviet

Union, our presence there mnains a timl

aspect of our fommrd deployed posture.

Given the great distances associated with the

Pacific theater, forws maintained in Japan

could deal with a wide range of local and

regional contingencies.

It should also be remembered that

stationing forces m Japan is actually far less

expensive than keeping them m the Unit;d

States. The Japanese provide some 75% of
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the cost for our forces and an average of

over $3 billion in host nation support

annually, more than any of our other allies,

While we maintain our long-standing

overseas comrnilmcnts, the nature of our

forward presence operations can change

significantly. In addition to fomvard

stationed and rotationally deployed forces,

smaller temporarily deployed forces, either

joint or single Semite, will take on

increasing importance. T&e units will

participate in small unit training, pmonnel

exchanges, security assistance, semhars and

conferences, medical support, humanitarian

assistance, engineering assist.aru, disaster

relief preparedness, and intelligence

exchanges. These programs promote access

and cooperation overseas with a small

investment in resourws.

As mentioned in Chapter ~ a new

concept is being developed to allow us to

conduct forward presence operations at

about the same pace but at lower cost.

Forward presence operations will kc

conducted by deploying gcogmphically and

mission tailored joint forus. Tailored joti

for~ packages will be employed Wherwver

possible, sometimes in lieu of independent

single-semice fonwtrd deployments, to

canplement ‘existing in-theater capabilities

and assist CINCS m achieving their regional

goals and objectives. Joint Task Forces

(JTFs) wdl ~corne the common organization

for peacetime forward presence operations,

improving the ability to transition to joint

command stru&ures in response to regional

C&S. ThCSC ~S Wa be built ss @tiVe

joint force packages made up of both forces

scheduled to deploy during a given period

and designated units m CONUS and

overseas. These packages could contain a

mix of air, land, special operations, space,

and maritime forces tailored to meet the

supported CINC’S geography and mission

mpirements. With new and planned

upgrades aboard Navy ships, JTF

commandm will also have the tkxiiility to

be based afloat or ashore.

RECOMMENDATION: Forward

stationing is a key underpinning of US

diplomacy. It conrnbutes to conflict

prevention and lends credibility to alliances.

As the global security environment changes,

add.itiond reduction in forward stationed

forces may be appropriate. However, ‘as

foxward stationing decreases, fonvard

presence operations WiiI increase m

importance. Continue to develop concept of

Adaptive Joint Force Packages.
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CONTINGENCYAND
EXPEDITIONARYFORCES

The capability to respond to regional

crises is one of the key dernan& of our

National MiMary Strategy. US forces must

be prepared for differenu h tcm~

climate, and the nature of the threat, as well

as for differing levels of support hn host

nations and other allies.

Both Army and Marine Corps forces

possess the ability to rcspnd to crises

illVOl~ knd combat. As outlinedin

Title X and arnplillcd m DOD Dirtctivcs, the

Amy’s primary responsibility is “to or@z@,

train, and @p forces for the cunduct of

prompt and sustained combat operations on

land -- specMc.ally, forces to defixzt enemy

land forces and to seti, occupy, and &fmd

land areas.” ‘Ilic Marine Corps’ primary

responsibility is to be o~e _ ~d

equipped “to provide Fleet Marine Forces of

combined arms, together with supporting air

components, for scMcc with the fleet in the

seizure or &fense of advanced naval b

and for the conduct of land operations as

may be essential to the prosecution of a

naval Campaigm”

The similarity of Army d Marine

Corps capabilitiM provides alternatives to

the President and the Secretary of Dc*

during a crisis. However, it leads to a

question of why two services have similar

mponsibfi~ for ce- land operations.

l%e answer lies in the unique, yet

cmnplem!ntary capabilities of these two

sc~iccs’ capabilities that span both

deployment and employment characteristics.

‘Tie rde of Amy forces is to defeat

enemy land forces and occupy territory.

Army contingency forces are organized and

equipped for a full range of crises that

require prompt and sustained land operations

or presence. They include the following:

Q

o

Airborne forces capable of responding to

a crisis within hours to show US resolve

and to stabilize the situation.

Light infantry forms specifkal.lydesigned

for rapid air deployment to provide

sustained force m various types of terrain

where maneuver and mobiIity are

restrictd

Air assault forces structured to hit hard

and fasti using lift helicopters for rapid

mobility over any terrain and attack

helicopters to &feat even Iwavily

armored targets.

Armored srld mechanized infantry forces

capable of &titig the full range of

cacmy capabilhks, including other heavy

~ored forces. Because their heavier

equipment must be deployed by sealift,

these forces take longer to deploy m

response to a crisis.

Tn some situations,

forces can serve as the

additional contingency

Amy contingency

enabling forw for

or expeditionary

forces by eatabl.ishing a secure lodgment and

then transitioning into a sustained kmd
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operation. A recent example of the Amy m

an ending role occurred in DESERT

SHIELD, when elements of the 82nd

Airb me Division were inserted in the first

days to secure lodgrnents at the ports of

Damrnam and Al JubaiI m Saudi Arabia.

These lodgments were then handed off to

other by and Marine Corps elements to

develop into major bases of operation.

Marine Corps expeditionary forces are

organized and equipped for a Ml range of

crises that require operations fiorn the sea.

Marine forces are capable of seizing and

defending lodgments in littoral areas,

enabling the introduction of follow+n

forces. They can deploy in two ways:

c1

u

As Marine expeditionary forces, they can

use Navy amphibious shipping for crises

requiring forcible entry by amphibious

assault, conduct “show of force”

operatioIM coupled with the threat of US

intementi~ and conduct operations

without sustakd logistbl support or

} mt nation infrastructure.

As Maritime Prcpositionin , Fore+,

which are Marine forces mat have

equipment and supplies staged abwd

folward deployed Maritime

Prcposkioning Squadron ship, they ean

bcairlifted toa

their equipment,

missions.

crisis ma, link-up with

and perform a varietyof

With the’focus on regional crises and

the inc~ased uncemdnties of the post-Coid

War era, a mix of forces with distinct but

complementary capabilities is essential.

Situations wilI often demand that the two

Services operatetogether. An exampleis the

* emblishment of a lodgrnent area by

the Marines,foIlowedby a build-upof Army
forces, or vice versa. Once Army forces

expand the lodgment and begin sustained

land opera&ions,Marine forces can become

the CINC’s strategic reserve, threaten the

enemy with an amphibious assault from

another direct.io~ or continue to fight on

land - as they did during DESERT STORM.

Time are several advantages in having

similar, complementary capabilities among

the two Services. It allows the combatant

commander to tailor a md.itay response to

any contingency, regardless of geographic

location. At the national command level,’ it

adds to the options available to senior

&cision-rnaimr9 in a crisis, especially one

that occurs Unexpeaedly.

In 1990, during Operation SHARP

EDGE, Marines operating from Navy

~mi~ sl@ helped evacuate US

citizens during a major upheaval m Libecia

The situation m Liberia steadily deteriorated

over a period of days, permitting a

Amphibious Ready Group to arrive on the

scene and remain offshore for several months

while continuing m monitor and evaluate

events. Had the crisis erupted more quickly,

Auny airborne forces might have been more
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~propride. Another example, discussed in
Chapter I, was the Somalian crisis. In

January 1991, an amphibious force quickly

shifted to assist m the evacuation of US

embassy and other Pmsomel. Again, had the

situation required more rapid action, ArmY

forces could have been used.

The comprehensive review that

produced the Base Force m response to a

changing worid yielded signiikmt reductions

m our contingency and expeditionary forces.

Accordingly, a number of Army heavy and

light divisions and Marine Corps personnel

were removed tirn the force structure. But

our capabilities-based strategy demands the

unique and complementary capabilities

provided by the Army and Marine Corps. In

fact, with its emphasis on rapid response to

regional crises, the National Military

Strategy puts a pmnium on these forces.

Review of requirements is a continuous

process, however, Sndmayrnthefurure

produce additional areas of personnel and

cost savings in contingency and

expeditionary forces, to include the

possibility of further reductions m the Amy’s

light infantry force%

RECOMMENDATION: The

capabi.lit$s of the contingency and

expeditionaryforces m the Army and Marine

COTSprovide decision makers with valuable

skemtives and should be retained. ‘Ihe

possibility of further decreases in the Army’s

light infantry will bestudicdasfom

StXUC~cis reduced.

TANKSANDMLRS FOI?THE
MARINE CORPS

The Amy and the Marine Corps both

employ tanks and Multiple Launch Rocket

Systems (MUM) as integral parts of their

doctrine for tactical operations. Both

Seivices currently have tanks m their force

structures, but only the Army currently has

MLRS - a system which saw its first combat

seMce m DESERT STORM. The Marines

have programmed to buy MLRS beginning m

1994.

The Marine Corps is structured to

integrate armor and artilky units into its

maneuver elements. Both are inexmicably

linked wish the Marine infantryman This

comection is reflected m the Marines Corps’

credo that “every Marine is a rifleman tint.”

Armor and artilIery are not separate units

that simply support the infantry when

necessary.

~anlis

In the Base Force, the Army has tanks

m eight Active component heavy (armored

and mechanized infan~) divisions and m

two armored cavalry regiments and two

separate brigades. In the Rese~e

components, the Amy has tanks in five

heavy divisions, two cadre divisions, three

separate heavy brigades, six round-out and

round-up brigades, and one armored cavalry

regiment.
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The Marine Corps Base Force ammr

S&llCtUrcCOmiStSOfthree tank battalions --

two active and one reserve -- to support the

capability to employ two Marine

Expcditionq Forces (MEFs) fhvard and

outfit three Maritime Repositioning

Squadrons. This small tank force pcnnits the

Marine Corps to fulfill its role in the National

Military Stxategy. The Amy conducts tank

skills training for both the Senfices.

MLRS

Eight active hy heavy divisions each

have one MLRS battery with nine launchers.

Additional MLRS arc located in corps

artillery battalions. Marine corps MLRS

capability is programmed around a total of

42 launchers. MLRS systems arc identical

for both Sexviccs, and individual training for

both would be COmbi.tld at by Sd100h.

The Marks will rely on MLRS to

provide general support field artilIery to the

Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF).

In 1989, the Marine cows sckcted _

to augment its general support artillery

capability. In making that dccisiou the

artillery force Suucturc was realigned.

Subsequent force planning decisions required

additional attillery reductions. The Marine

Corps gave up dl self-propelled general

support cannon artillexy and retained the

requirement for an MLRS battalion -- a

decision based, m part, on the promise of

projected savings m pcrsonncl and

maintenance. The Marine Corps has argued

—.

that MLRS is essential to offset its 45%

reduction m cannon artillery, the loss of self-

propcllcd capability, and reductions m

tactical aviation traditionally depende. on to

rnakc up for shonfalls in ad.lery.

Achowledging that armor and MLRS

arc necessary capability for enabling forcks

operating from the sea, the question of

whether the Army can provide those

capabilities to the Marines Corps was

studied. Certainly, the Army possesses the

tanks, MLRS launchers, and requisite crews

to perform the mission. But the tougher

question is whether separating tanks and

MLRS fim the MAGTF would have an

unacceptable impact on the Marines’ ability

to fight as a cohesive team, and whether

having to provide part of its structure to

suppon the Marine Corps would leave the

Auny short of ik warfighting requirements.

A range of alternatives was examind

tim having the Atmy provide all tank and

MLRS support to the Maxine Corps to

mahwhing the current program. it was

conclu&d that severing axmor* the

organic structure of the Marines would

markedly reduce unit cohesion and

warfighting capability and achieve ncglitible

cost savings. ‘Ihe Marine Corps’unique role

as an enabling force horn the sea demands a

force structure with enough armor to

conduct its amphibious mission. Also

examined was the related issue of how nany

tank battalions the Marine Corps shotdd

retain. There was consensus that the Marine
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Corps must retain enough tank batttions to

support amphibious operations and outilt

three Maritime Propositioning Sq@rons.

A different conclusion was reached on

MLRS. In keeping with the adage that “the

artillery is rever m the resetve,” there are

advantages in assigning the Army

responsibility for all MLRssupport.

Because MLRS units are normally positioned

in the rear and typicalIy &e across maneuver

unit boundaries, the impact on Marine unit

cohesiveness for warfighting would not 5e as

severe as losing armor. Adopting this course

of action would result m significant savings

-- prelimhary estimates indicme on the order

of $300 million over a six year period.

But ebinating the Marine Corps’

organic general support artiky is a major

step that warrants an imkpth cost and

Cffectivencss anaIysis before being

implemented This study must also examine

theimpact onthckrny ifit isquired to

provide MLRS for the Mar&s, and whether

tactical air and naval gunfire can povidc

sufficient fire support for IWkirm fighting

ashore.

RECOMMENDATION: Marine

Corps will retain enough tank battalions to

support amphibious operations and to outfit

three Maritime Propositioning Squadrons.

‘he Army will provi& any additional tank

support required Tllcrc appears to be

advantages m having the Amy provide

MLRS support for Marine Corps operations,

however, an in-depth cost and operational

cffectivenks analysis is required before

irnpkneming this recommendation.

THEATER AIR DWE~SE

Theater Air Defense (TAD) is a

mission that includes “all defwive measures

designed to destroy attacking enemy aircrafi

or missiles.” TAD includes ground-, sea-,

air-, and space-based systems with anti-

&craft and/or anti-missile capabilities. Since

1948, the Air Force has had the fhnction “to

develop, m coordination with the other

seMces, doctrine, procedures, and

equipment for air defense fi-om land areas.”

Likewise, the Navy provides sea-based air

defense and the sea-based means for

coordinating contiol of defense against air

attack. All the Services have functions “to

orgarb, main, equip and provide forces for

appropriate aix and missile defense

operations m accordance with joint

doctrine.” All four services currently

operate TAD systems. ‘llMAmy, Navy, and

Air Force develop and acquire their own

systems. Marine corps systems are

&veloped by the Atrny and the Navy.

During the Cold War, we developed

robust ground-based theater air defenses to

counter the signifkant threat to our ground

forces posed by Warsaw Pact air forces and

missiles, With that threat now gone, we

have undertaken an evaluation of how much

and what kind of thcatex air defense

capability we need for the future.
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Generally, we divide the TAD

environment into high medi~ and low

altitude threats. There will continue to be a

threat from aircraft operating at high altitude

(above 10,000 feet), However, the robust

capability of our air forces leads us to Mi.eve

that future ground-based systems need not

fbcus on this threat. With our current air

forces and ground-based TAD assets, we

also possess a significant capability to

counter any threat from manned aircraft

operating at iow and medium ahitude.

In the near term, the primary threat will

be from tactical baiEstic missiles. In the

longer term, cruise missiles wiUalso become

a threat. We expect potential adversaries to

direct their ballistic and cruise missile attacks

primarily against certain critical, high-value

targets, such as maneuver force

concentrations, command and control

facilities, pcxts, and airfields.

To support the new mgionallyariented

strategy, we must be able to rapidly

concentrate mobile fmces for decisive action.

Forces must kc abl to conduct aggressive

marwuver and offave operaions. Air and

missile attacks against forces on land and at

sea will remain of some, but considerably

less, concern. &med with chemical or

biological w~eads, enemy cruise or ballistic

missiles can be a significant threat to

maneuver forces and opxations.

Advanced technologies are being

aggressively pursued to counter theater

ballistic missile as part of the GPALS

(
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[Global Rotettion Against Limited Strikes)

?rogram. ‘l%eArmy is developing the High

Mtitude Theater Missile Dfense system,

mo&rnizing the PATRIOT missile

[PATRIOT-3) system and developing the

CORPS AIR DEFENSE (CORPS SAM)

system to provide improved defense against

theater ballistic missiles at long, medium, and

short-ranges, respectively. The Air Force

and SDIO are jointly developing a

deployable airhne laser prototype to

engage and destroy theater ballistic missiles

m the boost phase. The Navy is developing

a variety of sea based systems, most notably

the sophisticated AEGIS system which

incorporates netting of sensors with sea, air,

and land forces. Emphasis is being placed on

deployable and rapidly re-bx.table advanced

theater rnkile defenses. These, along with

space based systems, will provide protection

of our deployed forces, as well as our friends

and allies, hn ballktic missile attack.

several steps have been taken ~o

improve coordination bmveen the Semites

as we procure new systems. Under the

SDIOS leadership, a management .smcture

was created to integrate acquisition efforts.

The Joint Requirements Oversight Council

(JROC) valkhed the ‘Ileater Missile

Defense Mission Need Statement m 1991,

and has reviewed or will review key TAD

systems. The Joint Air Defense

Operations/Joint Engagement Zone program

office is working to integrate fighters and

surface-to-air missiles in a more effective
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way.

Operation

demonstrated

integration of

DESERT SHIELIX’STORM

the capability and the

our modern theater air

defenses. Each Service brought unique and

complementary capabilities to the battlefwld.

Aircraft provi&d the first and prime line of

defense against enemy aircraft, while ground

systems engaged the ballistic missile threat

and were also prepared to counter emny

fmcd-wing aircraft, helicopters, and cruise

missiles,

Durkg this review of Service roles,

missions, and functions, several options were

examined for the theater air defense function,

ranging from full consolidation of the

function into a single service to mhtaining

the current functions.

The Air Force Mieved it should &

responsible for the entire TAD functio~ but

the joint working group concluded that MI

integration of ground-based TAD assets into

Amy maneuver forces was key to providing

for their protection. Furthermore, making

changes m TAD roles and missions did not

significantly improve efficiency or the ability

to address the emerging mkile threat to

critical assets , Fiiy, there would be

substantial neax-term costs and personnel

disruption associated with transfeming TAD

systems or functions between Sexviccs and

no long-term savings were identified.

Therefore, the conclusion reached was that

AC current functions, with each Semite

providing TAD assets, gives the best

protcctiofi to our forces. A change m

fimctions would severely disrupt the cumnt

stnmure, provide little benefit, and spend

taxpayer dollars unneceswily.

Coordination and cooperation on TAD

system development will be increased across

Service lines. As one current example, the

Army and Navy, with SDIO funding, are

developing a cooperative engagement

capability between the Amy’s PATRIOT

and the Navy’s AEGIS air defense systems.

Tlis will enable one system to communicate

and coordinate its response to any

threatening aircraft or missile with the other

system.

It is a&o recognized that we must

continue to review the total TAD area to

ensure that all current systems and those m

development complement each other without

providing unneeded duplication. Toward

this end, we plan to conduct a Joint Mission

Area Analysis, headed by the Joint Staff, to

review the TAD missiom Results of ~

analysis wiIl determine if fiut.her efiernems

are required in roles, missions, and functions

associated with TAD.

RECOMMENDATION: A IWicw of

Theater Air Defknse is needed to ensure we

have the appropriate mix and quantities of air

and missile defense systems. The Joint Staff

will head a Joint Mission Area Analysis to

comprehensively review TAD requirements,

capabilities, and deficiencies.
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TRAINING,AND TEST AND
EVALUATION INFRASTRUCTURE

The Department of Defense owns and

opates an extensive array of training, and

test and evahmion ranges and facilkh

spread throughout the United States, These

were developed and sized over the past

several decades m response co

Cold War requirements and a

modernization/acquisition pact driven by the

need to retain technological superiority.

Each Semite approached training, and test

and evaluation from its unique perspective

and developed its own infrastructures,

leading to DOD-wide overlaps and

redundancy.

The end of the Cold War has provided

the necessity and opportunity to reevaluate

our weapons test and evaluation

inkwructure and to examine the potential of

ekxxronicaIly linking various ranges in order

to create fadities to support joint training

exercises. Late in 1990, a formal process

was begun to integrate test and evaluation

procedures and ranges. This process, called

PROJECI’ RELIANCE, has already resulted

in savings and consolidations throughout the

Defense Department’s test and evaluation

titructi:

To better other technology research,

efforts were begun to develop more efficient

ties between operational field commanders’

warfighting requirements, the Semites, and

the technology research cornmuni~

(including DAkPA and the Strategic Defense

Initiative). This initiative better relales test

and evaluation planning with evolving

research amd devebprr,ent. EspeciidIy

exciting in this area is the potential to take

full advantage of cutting~dge computer

modeling technology advances which enable

very nxalistic substitutes for some testing.

Despite far ranging PROJIZI’

RELLANCE agreements, there is stiII much

room for innovation, consolidation, and

savings. TIM dilemma is that DOD test and

evah.mtion facilities are valuable national

resources, unlikdy to be replaced once

eliminated. Therefore, a deliberate review

must be conducted of the test and evaluation

facilities as part of our commitment to a

defense-wide reduction of unneeded

infrasmxture.

As part of a continuing cfforl to

streamline test and evaluation range

inhstructure, an executive agent would be

designated to oversee the management ad

integration of activities c mentIy conducted

by the many independent test and evaluation

ranges. This integration of existing facilities

would provide a combination of Ian& se%

and air ranges to fblfill test and evaluation

requirements.

As an example, in the Southwestern

United States, all four Services have training,

and test and evaluation ranges that provide a

land airspace, sea arer~ and offshore

supersonic operating domain that could

accommodate a major portion of our joint
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test and evaluation needs. In addition, with

proper electronic linking, this integrated

facility could be used to support joint

training exercises to augment training

conducted on the Semite training ranges.

The Services would retain their

responsibilities for range maintenance and

site operations. ‘lb executive agent, as

single manager for the test and evaluation

ranges, would be responsible for central

scheduling of joint operations, validating

range modernkuion needs, and developing

advanced data processing to interactively tie

the ranges together, This step would expand

the availabii and quality of joint weapon

system testing and would also provide

improved joint training opportunities. ‘This

combintiion of operatiomdly-oriented

management and advmed technology

would create an unmatc~ world-class

infrastructure to met training, and test and

evaluation ncds well into the next cmmry.

Equally important, it would provide the

opportunity to divest ourseIves of

unnecessary infrastructure - duplicative

jobs, ranges, and installations. As a result,

we see the potential for a test and evaluation

inflastructurc that is modcrrq meets our

needs; promotes joint systems development

testing, ‘knd trainhg; and reduces long-term

costs.

Another proposal being reviewed is for

the Amy to have testing responsibility for

surface-to-air misiles, the Air Force to test

air-to-surface missiles, and the Navy to

execute the air-to-air missile test program. Ln

the SeMces, the guiding philosophy is to

cooperate, eliminate, and consolidate. By

the mid- to ltic-90s, the Semites will have

diminated 4900 persomel involved m test

and evaluation and will have saved over $1

billion. ‘Ihey are also cooperating on nearly

50 technology efforts that support testing

and evaluation.

RECOMMENDATION : ~signate

an Executive Agent to streamline test and

evaluation in&mructure. Using advanced

data processing, electronically link test and

evaluation, and training ranges, in broad

geographic areas such as the Southwest US,

to enhance joint testing needs and support

joint training rquircments.
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CONSTRUCTIONENGINEERS

In the past 45 yeas, each Setice

developed a robust contingency construction

engineering capability sized and shaped to

provide construction support to combat

forces and maintain bases and facilities

around the world.

Construction Engineers provide

construction skills and base operating

semices under combat conditions. in

peacetime, these uniformed engineers,

70% of whom are in the Reserves, augment

base maintenance personnel m are=

technicality beyond day-today, base-level

capabilities. Often they are a key part of

humanitarian assistance operations such as

recent disaster relief operations in Flori~

HaWSii,and Guam.

The option of having a single Semic#

provide all wartime construction units was

considered. However, consolidation was

rejected because of the uniquely tailored

suppofi Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine

Corps construction engineers provide to

combat units of their Services.

However, construction engkering

manning is already being reducd as the

force suucture is cut back. Army engineer

units are king ~duced by 34%; Air Force

units by 3970; Marine Corps units by 20%;

and Navy units by 11%. Further engineer

unit modifications will occur as requhnents

are Mned.

The S&ices are also committed to

elimimdng redundant entry-level and

advanced construction skill training by

reducing to a minimum the number of

training sites. This initiative is discussed m

greater detail m the section on mining

consolidation contained elsewhere m this

report.

The functional review also considered a

wi& range of management ahematives for

consolidating engineering functions above

the base level. ‘l%ese Serviu fimctions

extend from headquarters, through regional

office3, to the installation level for planning,

technical services, and work performance.

There are policy and programmatic

differences between the Services in the

resource levels dedicated to installation

support, the rnixtum of contract versus in-

house operations, rnilkmy manpower use,

and financing and budgeting methods.

We plan to evaluate consolidation of

broad installation support rwponsibilities,

currently provided by technics! support units,

both geographically and fictionally, in

pm- such as environrnent.id SCMCCS,

contract administratio~ engineering design

fiC@ standards, technical guidance,

processes and forms, civil engineering R&D,

and automated management systems.

RECOMMENDATION:

Consolidation of individual Se~ice engineer

units is not recommended because it would

not save money and would provide no

I advantages. Reductions already underway
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decrease construction engineers m the Army

by 34%, Air Force by 39%, Marines by 20%,

and Na~ by 11%.

OPERATING TEMPO (OPTEMPO)

Well-mined mditary units fight

effectively and win. l’his nation’s soldiers,

SadOrS, tixq and marines must go into

combat believing m themselves, their

equipment, and their units. Their lives and

the success of the mission depend on proper

preparation. OPTEMFO is the term used to

describe those training and rwdirws

programs that contribute to that preparation.

OIWEMPO is specified m terms of average

flying hours per aircrew per month, average

days underway at sea per ship or submarine

per quarter-year, or average operating miles

per combat vehicle per year. It includes the

maintenance and support of specific

equipment as well as the operating crew.

Tllua, au activities associated with

OPTEMPO contribute directly to the

readiness of units.

TM Hccs have aggressively pursued

the use of new technology to reduce

OFIZMPC) costs. one example is the

Navy’s ~ of Battle Force In-port Simulator

Training, where senior naval decision-makers

can simulate moving ships and aircraft to

train rather than involving the actual ships or

eqmding the ammunition necessary to

refine these skills at sea. Similarly, the Amy

and the Air Force have increasingly used

simulations for major exercises such as

REFORGER. “Instead of deploying 114,000

troops and their equ@rncnt co Europe as was

done in REFORGER 88, for REFORGER

92 sophisticated simulations were used and

only 26,000 troops were actually moved.

This saved an estimated $16 million in

transport costs ~d $23 ~on ~

reimbursement costs for manuever damage

to European roadways, forests, and fields.

The cost of introducing new weapons

SySk3TlS is dSO being reduced by increasing

the use of simulators to improve the skills of

our people before they enter the cockpit,

tank, or get their ship undemay, Rather

than troops spending mom time m the field

training on these new systems, simulators

provide operators a potion of t-he training

they need to develop their skills. For some

of our troops, simulators provided the only

exposure to new weapons systems prior to

DESERT STORM.

As form are redu~d, the overall

%wg~e cost Of operations and

maintenance will b redueed. Moreover, our

new concepts for conducting foward

pre=nee operations, described earlier in this

chapter, wiU have tie added effect of

reducing certain OITEMPO rates. But

because there will be fewer units forward-

bascd ne~ likely trouble-spots, and because

resource-intensive missions such as

humanitarian assistanm will likely increase,

OPTEMPO rates may increase for many

units.
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However, there is a limit to cutting

back on field training. To maintain peak

readiness, our troops must train often with

other Semites and with our allies, The new

_ strategy puts a premium on forces

that are ready to respond to regional crises

and can be rapidly integrated into a coalition

force. We ~member all too well how, tier

the V~etnam War ended, we severely cut

OPTEMPO resulting in reduced retic!SS

levels and the “hollow” nditary forces of the

1970s. We are determined not to allow that

to happen again as our force structure is

drawn down.

OPTEMPO is did to m*SS and

combat capability. To cite one example, our

aviators worked hard for nearly a decade and

a half to increase OPTEMPO from its low

point following the Vietnam War. Because

operational aircraft fly more sorties per

month, aircrews have achieved a higher state

of readiness. h the opening &ys of

DESERT SHIELD, this higher training

readiness allowed us to have our tlrst fighters

m place m Saudi AraMa just 34 hours after

receiving the order to deploy. In additi~

two carrier battle groups already operating in

the vicinity of the Gulf, as well as the naval

forces of Joint Task Force Middle East, were

fully ready fbr combat operations. In large

measure it waa peacetime training

OPTEMPO that provided the combat skills

to defeat rapidly and effectively one of the

world’s largest and best equippd militaries

while suffering relatively few US or coalition

casualties. ‘

Higher OYI’EMPO also trardates into

safer operations. For example, during the

1980s the abikty of the Air Force’s Tactical

Air Command to sustain a higher training

OYI’EMPO led to a far lower mishap rate

that saved the equivalent of 300 aircrail and

250 lives. Navy tactical aviation experienced

similar safety improvements, where an 11‘ZO

increase m flight hours resulted m a 45%

decrease in aircraft mishaps.

With a smalIer structure, all of

America’sArmed Forces must be ready to

respond on short notice. M&mining

adequate OPTEMPO will enable these men

and women to defend America’sinterests

whereverin the woridthey are sent.

RECOMMENDATION: OFTEMPO

cannot h reduti The amount of warning

time available before cmndtin g forces to

combat is generally a therefore, the need

forahigh state ofm3dimssisincre*. In

SdditiOQ ~“ forward stationing is reduced,

forward deployments &come m re

important in supporting US foreign policy.
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lNImALSKIM TWINING

Initial *training inthe*uyis

the responsibility of Air Force Air Training

Cornrnad Naval Education and Training

c omrnan~ my Training and Doctrine

Cornrnan~ and Marine Corps Combat

Development Command.

Current Semicc tnining estati.ishments

reflect Cold War training requirements --

they are big, expensive, and overbpping.

Each Semite trains annually a large number

of persomel m a wide array of Spccialti=

and skills. As a result, there arc a number of

duplications m training performed at more

than 100 mil.itay bases.

Steps have Aready been taken m some

areas to eliminate xedundant training. The

Interservics Training Review Organization

(fTRO), a voluntary, Semite-chaired group,

cmerltly reviews proposed training

consolidations and collocations for potential

cost savings. During the past twenty years,

ITRO studies have rcsulwd in uaining course

consolidations and collocations which have

saved over $300 million. OIWexample is the

consolidation of much of DODs intelligence

instmxtion at Goodfellow Air Force Base,

Texas ~ at the DOD Mapping School at

Fort BeIvoir, Virginia ITRO also was of

major assistance following the closure

decision on two of the .4ir Force’s SK large

technical training centers; C’hanuteAir Force

Base, Illinoi+q and LQwxy Air Force Base,

Colorado; m &term.ining where to move

trainingcokes affected by the closure.

The services will also lx conducting a

comprehensive review, with Joint Sti

support, of all militmy sld training, specialty

by specialty, to identify potential training

areas for further course collocations and’or

consolidations. The review will begin by

establishing b mining and facility

standards and by identifying ways to use the

best of the current infrastructure. An

aggressive, phased review schedule will be

developed along with solid ground rules

the review’s conduct.

while the review will concentrate

for

on

initial skill training, it will cover all military

skills. It is expected that the review will

result m significant cost savings. Most

importantly, the resulting training efficiencies

will enable the Armed Forces to train more

effectively, producing an even better and

mom capable fightingforce

RECOMMENDATION: Some

mining is already being consolidated.

Services arc conducting a comprehensive

rcviewofallmilharyw~-g 10

identify additional areas for consoliddom
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CHAPLAIN API~LEGALCORPS

Chaplain Corps

Each Semite (except the Marine

Corps) is responsible for recruiting and

trai.nhg its own chapkins. The functions of

chaplains in each Semite difkr and are

unique to the communities they sezve.

Accordingly, each Semite has taken a
different approach to these tasks. The Amny

and the Navy direct their pastoral care

primarily to the soldiem, sailors, and marines

assigned to operating forces. The Air Force

concenmates more on community structure

and family pastoral care.

While the chaplain corps takes up only

a small part of the overall defense budget, it

will be reduced as the overall for- structure

comes down over the next few years.

Authorized active duty end strength for

chaphins m FY 1997 is forecast at 2,755, a

reduction of 565 or about 20% from today.

A number of ahematives for

consolidating the! chaplain corps were

eX*~ but because the cbplaincy is in

place and working we~ there is no need to

fix it. There would be insignificant cost

savings fio~ other alternatives, and they

would have a negative effect on the

provision of quality _ to the men and

women of the Armed Forces.

“’Legai Corps

‘I’he &my, Navy, Air Force, and

Marine Corps all have uniformed judge

advocates who provide a wide range of legal

semices to their Service. They work for the

commander or head of activity under the

technical supervision of the Judge Advocate

General concsmed or the Staff Judge

Advocate to the Commandant of the Marine

Corps. The DOD General Counsel, who is

by law the chief counsel for the Department

of Defense, renders opinions that are bind”lg

on all lawyem in DUD, including judge

advocates. Day-today legai services are

ders, military members,rendered to cornrnan

and their familia by judge advocate

organizations that are part of the SeNice

for~ structure. Although they serve m joint

commands and DOD-level positions, judge

advocates are primady dedicated to sewing

their parent Service.

Eight areas of law are basic to W four

Senfk.es: cridnal law, administrative law,

Litigation international law, acquisition law,

labor law, ckdrns, and legal assistance.

While these areas of law practiced by judge

advocates within each se~ice are similar,

the actual practice of law varies significantly

tim Sexvice to SeMce. Moreover, while

judge advocates have common legal skills,

they serve fit as officers of their particular

Services, subject to the same performance

standards, regulations, policies, and

procedures as all other officers of their

Service. Their practice of law is predicated

—
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upon, and intertwined with, the unique force

structure, operational context, and policy

decisions of their Sawice.

Each Military Depar(rnent maintains a

school for training its judge advocates and

civilian attorneys in Scmice-unique and

common areas of law. Many of the courses

arc open to attorneys from all the Armed

Forces and other Federal agencies. Enlisted

legal persomel are trained and assigned

within the Sewice pmonnel system, with

oversight by the Judge Advocates General.

The SeNices have taken steps to increase

efficiency and reduce coss through several

cooperative efforts, These efforts are

centered around professional dev&prrmnt

training, both at the officer and erdisted

leveIs,

A range of ahematives was examined

to consolidate or centralize legal services

within DOD m order to ehinate

duplication, improve qual@, or reduce costs.

Options included Centrabd training of an

court reporters, consolidating claims

fimctions, and combining all headquarters-

level judge advocate functions. Some of

these option9 had akady been consideti

and mje* (Mng the Defense

Managcrpent Review process as not cost

eff&t.ive. Others would require significant

statutory revisions and would disrupt the

cument statutory scheme envisioned by

Congress. After careful analysis, it was

decided to maintain the present DOD Iegal

service system while continuing to

investig~ additional opportunities for

cooperation among the Semius, with a

particular emphasis on consolidating legal

training wherever possible.

RECOMMENDATION: Do not

consolidate the Chaplain and Ugal Corps.

No savings are achieved.

MLLIGENCE

Despite the efforts described m

Chapter Ii to strengthen performance of

intelligence functions and cenmlize

management in response to the changing

world situarion, the existing intelligence

structure largely reflects a focus on the Cold

War Soviet threat. ‘l%erefore, the DIA is

continuing to assess the intelligence

resources available at combatant commands,

Semiccs, Joint Task Forces, and national and

departmental IeveS.sto improve the utility and

cost effkctivcness of intelligence products.

Future operational requirements

demand M intelligence s’)\tems

interoperabiLityh the first order of but =ss.

Several specifk steps are being taken to

improve the support the Intelligence

Community provides to the country.

‘l%e succxs of the Joint Intelligent

Center concept was well proven during the

Gulf War and stimulated the development of

a JIC to support each of the combatant

commanders. However, as future crises or

contingencies develop, the intelligence
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system must be able to surge to provide

planning and operations support to the

commanders m the field. Although the JTF

commander can receive intelligence support

horn the combatant CINC’S JIC, such an

organization doesn’t provide the commander

the ability to rapidly integrate intelligence

information liom

information tim

intelligence units.

necessary to assist

the battlefield with

national and Senfice

This capability is

timely decision-making

during combat and other contingency

opmations.

Therefore, during fit-me JTF

deployments, intelligence support units will

be drawn from the supporting JIC and

assigned to the JTF commander to provide a

fully opxational intelligence Suppon

organizadon+ Thisunit will be ableto

exchange information with all JXs, the

National Military Joint Intelligence Center,

and ail Department of Defense agencies, In

his capacity as senior uniformed milhary

intelligence officer m DOD, the Director of

DIA is conducting a study to determine the

proper structure and organization for this

new intelligence support unit.

Another area reviewed was the military

intelligence production infrastructure. The

Sesvices each maintain distinct intelligence

production organizations to support the

intelligence requirements of the Service and

component organizations and to support

Semicc intelligence-related systems

acquisition. Analysis of intelligence is

conducted at’ six Sefice-level intelligence

production centers, two of which are m the

Washington, DC area. In addition, there are

five inte~gence production centers, located

around the United States, that focus on

dySiS Of SCiCIlti& and ~c~c~

information. DIA also has significant general

- intelligence capabiliti~ and is

charged with providing specific int.dligence

products for the Secretaty of Defense, the

Chaimnan of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the

combatant cornmandem. DLA also manages

the Service science and technology

intelligence production centers.

Consolidation of some or all of these

intelligence production centers under a joint

intelligem organization would reduce

infrastructure and overhead and could result

in substantial savings. A DIA study, which is

nearly compIete, will offer several options

for such a consolidation.

TIM collection of intelligence and

production of intellig- products is a

complex effort that has evolved as various

threats have been iden lied and new

technologies have been exp dted to provide

needed informatio~ With the change in our

security focus and in the nature of them

facing the United States, it is possible for the

Intelligence Community to consolidate

intelligence fictions at the department level,

while preserving separate Sewice intelligence

branches to fhllill requirements unique 10 a

particular seMM+

boundaries among

Traditional or intificial

Semites and intel.ligenu
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organizations must not interfere with the

ulttie mission of providing high quatity,

timeIy intelligence to opcratiorud forces,

force planners, and defense policy makers.

The maximum capability for the least cost

must be vigorously pursued and unnecessary

duplication rooted out.

RECOMMENDATION: Further

consolidation of intelligence production

centers under a joint intelligence

organization might redum infrastructure and

overhead. A nearly-complete DL4 study will

offer several options for additional

consolidations .

RESERVEFORCESTRUCTURE

The Reserve force structure is an

essential part of our total force policyand of

the Base Force. NationalGuard and R=ese~e

forces were critical to the success of

Operation DESERT SHIELD/STORM, just

as they have been invaluable m other militay

operations before and sin=. As we reduce

the active force suucture, DOD has been

working with the Congress to also reduce

the Reserve force structure m a baianced

way. TIM goal is to ehinate reserve

elements, prirnady Army, which are no

longer requird to face threats that have

disappeared - threats that led to the

significant build-up in the 1980s m our

Rescmc forces.

Last year, Congress directed the

Secretary of ~fcnsc to conduct an

independent review of the Active component

and Resc~e component (AC/RC) mix of

forces and submit a report ~ing

alternatives to thetwrwt andprogrammed

AC/RC mix to met the defense

*=n* of the 1990s.

This study was conducted by the

FUND Corporation, a Federally-~&d

Research and Development Center (m)

independent of the Militq Departments,

with support provided by other FFRDCs. In

its review, RAND assessed the existing total

force policy, including the methodology used

to determine how force reductions should be

distributed within and among Active and
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Reserve components. The study also

examined several possible mixes of Active

and Reserve forces, assuming a range of

manning levels and declining budgets.

Finally, the review considered possible

revisions m the missions assigned to Active

and Resemc units, training practices, and the

organizational structure of Active and

Reseme components.

DOD received the N Report on

December 1, 1992 and is evaluating its

findings and recommen&tions. Based on

this evaluation, the Chairman of the Joint

Chiefs of Stti and Secxetary of Defense will

identi@ the mix of Active and Reseme forces

needed to carry out future milhary missions.

DODS dySiS of the - report

will be fomvarded to Congress by

February 15, 1993.

Pdiminq review of the RAND

Report found it to be a thoughtful treatment

of the ongoing debate regarding the

appropriate structure and nix of active and

msewe miUtary form for the post Cold War

era. The report acknowkdgcs the carefid

preparation that went into construction of

the Base Force d its plan to use reseme

forces in crisis response operations,

particularly m the areas of strategic airlift and

combat se~ice support forces.

The report idefies and assesses a

number of innovative and potential y useful

initiatives to improve training and, hence,

inCmiiS2the RadixUSSand early dCp~Oy~@

of reserve ground combat forces. Careful

consideration’ wilI be given to proposed

initiatives as “the ongoing analysis and

evaluation of force reductions arc examined.

As we look for additional ways to save

taxpayer dollars, a review of National Guard

and Reseme headquarters and sti should

be conducted to ident@ any unnecessary

duplication. Care must be taken to pnxerve

the Reserve compnents’ ability to fidfiIl their

essential role m the Total Force policy and

their other statutory obligations including the

Guard’s unique links to the state governors.

RECOMMENDATION: Evaluate

the MND AC/RC study. As part of the

ongoing review, determine the proper active

and reseme force mix. A study of National

Guard and Resewc headquarters and staffs

should be conducted to idenr@ any

unnecessary duplication

CONCLUSIOhI

As America’snationalsecwity ncxis
have ch.ang~ so has America’s milhary. We

have undertaken the largest restructuring m

the last four decadeswhile in the midstof the

greatest fou reductions since the end of

World War IL

With the guiding pmni.se of doing

what is right for Arneric& we have addressed

head-on the tough issues facing the Services.

We have reported on the numerous changw

already accomplished in the past three years.

We have conducted sn across-the-board
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examination of those areas where further

change held the promise of increased

efficiency or economy. llwse have been

thorough, frank, and SOmctimCS ptdnfd

appraisals, and they have yielded concrete

results.

We should also point out that this

report represents but a single frame of a

continuing movie. TIM changes featured

here, the studies we are undertaking, and the

dimtions inwhich we are moving are

the W steps m this process. We

continue to adapt our thinking,

processes, and our forces to stay on

leading edge of operational excellence

mponsible fiscal stewardship.

not

win

our

the

and

This report represents the dmination

of a period of intensive review that was

undertaken to streamline the way we do

business on a &y to day basis. It documents

a fimdamental recognition within the Armed

Forces of tho United States that roles,

missions, and fimctions are not cast in stone,

but continue to evolve as dmmstanccs

warrant . Although many measures were

used to evaluate whether to accept or reject

a change, m the ~ analysis *C decision

was based on wo criteti First, was it

smart? @d secon~ did change increase the

produtivi~, eflkiency, and capability of our

men and women in the kned Forces?

The recommendations presented

represent decisions on each issue, but these

are not all the changes that will take place.

During the upcoming budget deli-ions,

priorities will be established and decisions

made that willaffect all of the services. me

inherent shortcomings in conducting a

w&w of one’s own organization arc also

~cognized. “fherefore, iIldiVidUdS and

organizations are encouraged to come

fonwird with ideas and suggestions that

might result in additional efficiencies or

ecamm.ies in our AMA Forces. These

ideas must include real practical savings that

do not &tract from the readiness and

capabilities that the American public

demsnds from the military forms.

We have a superb militaq organization

that has wmd oux country wcil both at

home and abroad. Although change is

inevitable and necessary, we must guard

against pwipitous remmrnendadons for

changes that lack thorc@ and thoughtful

analysis. We simply must provide the proper

training, equipment, and support to all of tie

men and women in the Armed Forces, whom

we ask, on a daily basis, to go inharm’s way.
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